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TURNER ~ MAINFILE

t"‘&-"j'ff‘_’bn‘
ENVIRONMENTAL ™
7918 Wrenwood Bivd,, Suite C * Baton Rouge, LA 70809 = 225-{RDHEQPREC EIPR6-4360 + wwwiteius.com
September 20, 2007

207 SEP 20 AM 10°11
Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality .
Office of Environmental Services original to I0SW

Waste Permits Division

P.O. Box 4313 copy to SW/G3/Thomas
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70821-4313 AVG
Attention: Mr. Bijan Sharafkhani, P.E. \')g Raoccooot

Re: Transmittal
Solid Waste Standard Permit Modification Application No. 1-07

Final Copies
Permit No. P-0193R1; Facility ID D-101-0079; Al No. 9340
Harold J. “Babe” Landry Landfill —_—

Berwick, St. Mary Parish, Louisiana

Dear Mr. Sharafkhani:

In accordance with LDEQ's "Request for Final Copies” letter dated August 20, 2007, Professional
Engineering and Surveying Company, Inc. (PENSCO) and Turner Envircnmental, Inc. (TEI), on behalf of the
St. Mary Parish Government and the Harold J. “Babe” Landry Landfill, hereby submit six (6) Final Copies of
the subject permit modification application for review and approval by LDEQ. As requested, the attached

. modification application is comprised of the original Permit Modification No. 1-07 submittal with all changes
included and accepted, including those from the Response to Notice of Deficiencies document {submitted
July 23, 2007) and the Environmental Assessment Statement (submitted May 16, 2007). Please note that
Part lll, attached, includes the subject Environmental Assessment Statement and supporting exhibits.

For each modification, we have attached a detailed description and justification information, and, where
applicable, revised permit application text. The revised permit application text is presented in “final format”
(i.e., added text is included and deleted text is removed). Only portions of the permit application text with
proposed modifications are submitted herewith and include: Part | (33:VI1.518); Part Il (33:VI11.521); Part llI
{33:VII.523); Appendix B (Facility Operations Plan); Appendix D (Industrial Waste Acceptance Quality
Assurance/Quality Control Plan}, and Appendix H (Closure and Post-Closure Plan).

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. Should you have any questions or if we can be of assistance
to you in any way, please do not hesitate to contact me at (225) 926-4300, extension 21.

Very truly yours,
TURNER ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.

Q_M

nathan E. Fourrier, P.E.
roject Engineer

. JEF (Enclosures) | LDEQ

¢ Mr. P.A Hoppe,Jr., P.E "
Mr. Henry C. LaGrange

SEP 2 ¢ 2007
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INTRODUCTION

. 2.0 HISTORY OF SOLID WASTE PErMIT P-0193R1

Construction of the facility was completed in 1979 and operation began in January, 1980. The initial
construction generally consisted of shredding and administrative facilities, a computerized truck scale,
and a sanitary landfill. The general sequence of landfiling was Cell 1, Cell 2, then Cell 3 from east to
west. Prior to depositing waste in Cells 1 and 2, a leachate collection system was installed in the interior
borrow canals in those cells. Prior to depositing waste in Cell 3, a leachate collection system was
installed in trenches constructed in the bottom of the cell. At present, Cells 1 and 2 are closed and
officially past the post-closure care period and Cells 3 (Type ), 3A (Type lIl), and 4 (Type W) are the
active areas. The shredding facility has been out of operation since March 1987, when Parish officials
decided to cease operation of the facility.

The original permit application for Cell 3 was submitted in May 1988 and modified in November 1990 to
add alternate “daily cover” materials and to expand the landfill vertically. On two separate occasions, in
1947 and 1999, LDEQ approved requests for vertical expansions based on an altemate liner exemption
and an extension of that exemption, respectively, in order to fully utilize the capacity of the site. The
Closure Plan was maodified in April 1998, bringing the Closure and Post-Closure plans for the facility into
compliance with cumrent Louisiana Environmental Regulatory Code 33:VI. A pemnit modification
application was approved by the LDEQ for the addition of another alterate daily cover material and to

. address changes in the Groundwater Monitoring Plan. The permit modification was submitted in August
1999, and was approved by the LDEQ in November 1999.

A permit renewal application was submitted to LDEQ on June 18, 2002; in addition to renewing the
permit for Cell 3, the permit renewal application proposed a westward horizontal expansion of the facility
through construction of Cell 4. Since the existing permit only allowed for disposal of Type |l waste in Cell
3, and Type lll waste in Cell 3A, it was proposed that Cell 4 be classified as both a Type | and Type Il
cell. LDEQ approved the permit renewal application and associated modifications with the issuance of
Permit P-0193R1 on October 4, 2002. This document will be referred to throughout as the 2002 Permit
Application.

Construction of the eastemn 1/2 of Cell 4 (Phase I) was initiated in September 2004 and maijor
construction activities were completed in July 2006. A certification report was submitted to LDEQ for Cell
4 — Phase | on July 28, 2006, and a construction approval letter was issued to St. Mary Parish on August
15, 2006. The Order Authorizing Commencement of Operation was issued to St. Mary Parish on
September 27, 2006. To date, waste has not been accepted into Cell 4.

Introduction - Page 2
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INTRODUCTION

3.0 PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS

FORMAT OF PERMIT MODIFICATION APPLICATION

The proposed modifications to the permit are described in detail in the following Sections (3.2 through
3.5). The proposed modifications include:

Extend pemmit expiration date to coincide with the ten-year anniversary of permit issue date;

Provide for acceptance of regulated asbestos-containing material (RACM) waste into Type V|
Cell 4;

Defer installation of electrified fence around the active areas of the landfili property; and

Modification of Parish’s procedures for temporarily extending facility operation hours to
accommodate increased waste intake quantities from severe weather events.

Modifications to the 2002 Permit Application document are presented in the attached Solid Waste
Standard Permit Modification Application. Where a modification to the 2002 Permit Application text is
proposed, the following method of reference is used:

Only sections of the 2002 Permit Application with text changes resuiting from the proposed
modifications are included herewith. Text that is added by the proposed modifications has been
accepted into the document. Text that is eliminated by the proposed modifications has been
removed from the document.

Updated and/or revised supporting documents are provided in exhibits to Part | (LAC 33:VI1.519)
and replace those submitted with the 2002 Permit Application. The replacement documents are
included in the Part | Exhibits section and are numbered the same as those presented in the 2002
Permit Application.

The Environmental Assessment Statement (submitted May 16, 2007) is included as Part ill (LAC
33:VI1.523) of this permit modification application. Its supporting documents are included in the
Part Ill Exhibits section and are nurnbered sequentially to agree with the Part 1| Exhibits presented
in the 2002 Permit Application.

A photocopy of Figure 7 from the 2002 Permit Application is included in the Figures section for
LDEQ's reference.

EXTENSION OF PERMIT EXPIRATION DATE

When the 2002 Permit Application was submitted, leasing negotiations between the Parish and facility
landowner were ongoing. Therefore, the permit application was submitted with the lease that was in
effect at that time. The expiration date for the old lease was December 31, 2009. Even though the

Introduction - Page 3
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INTRODUCTION

permit was issued on October 4, 2002, the permit expiration date was set to coincide with the lease
termination date.

A new lease has since been obtained for the facility property with an expiration date of December 31,
2035. Part | has been modified to reflect the new lease termination date. The new lease is attached to
Part | as Exhibit 1. Therefore, St. Mary Parish is requesting that the expiration date for its Permit No. P-
0136R1 be extended to October 4, 2012, in accordance with LAC 33:VIl.511.D.2.

3.3 PROVIDE FOR ACCEPTANCE OF RACM WASTE

The St. Mary Parish Landfil’s Industrial Waste Acceptance Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan
(Appendix D) has been modified to provide for acceptance of Regulated Asbestos-containing Material
(RACM), as defined under LAC 33.VIL.5151 (Emission Standards for Asbestos). As detailed in
Appendix D, RACM waste will only be accepted into Type Il Cell 4. Deposition or storage of RACM
waste in any other area of the facility will be strictly prohibited.

The requirements and conditions of LAC 33:111.5151.N (Standard for Active Waste Disposal Sites) and
LAC 33:11.5151.K (Standard for Inactive Waste Disposal Sites) have been addressed by modifications to
Appendix D and Appendix H (Closure and Post-closure Plan). In addition to LDEQ regulations,
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements for personnel protection and
employee training and noftification have also been addressed and are presented in Appendix D.

3.4 DEFERRAL FOR ELECTRIC FENCE INSTALLATION

In the 2002 Permit Application St. Mary Parish volunteered to install an electric fence around the active
areas of the landfill property to minimize the potential for impact on any Louisiana Black Bears. The
Parish still intends to install the fence, but requests that the installation date be deferred unti! such time
that it may become necessary due to foraging by bears. Over the twenty-seven year history of
operations at the facility, there have been no documented sightings of bears or bear sign on the site by
facility personnel. If bears or bear sign are detected near the active areas of the landfill, St. Mary Parish
will immediately take steps io install the electrified fence as detailed in the permit application.

Filling of Cell 3 (Type II) is nearing completion, and only non-putrescible waste (Type Il is deposited into

~ Cell 3A; therefore, Cell 3A, and soon Cell 3, will not serve as an attractant to the potential local bear

population. Once filling of Cell 4 is initiated, and if foraging by bears becomes an issue, the Parish will be
in a better position to strategically locate the fence around the active area which will enable a more cost-
effective installation and more efficient maintenance and operation of the fence. Part Il (LAC 33:VII.521)
and Part Ill (LAC 33:VI1.523) have been modified to reflect this proposed change.

Introduction - Page 4
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INTRODUCTION

. 3.5 MoDIFY NOTIFICATION PROCEDURES FOR TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF OPERATING HOURS

Section 9.1 of the Facilities Operation Plan discusses operating procedures for weather related
contingencies (i.e., severe weather events). The text proposed for modification addresses the extension
of facility operating hours to handle increased waste volumes from cleanup after severe weather events.
More specifically, the text proposed for modification states, “With LDEQ approval, operating hours may
also be extended to accommodate increased waste streams after these events.” It is proposed that the
above sentence be revised to state, “St. Mary Parish Landfill personnel will notify LDEQ if operating
hours are temporarily extended to accommodate increased waste intake quantities after these events.”
The proposed change will allow the Landfill Manager more flexibility to service the needs of the facility's
patrons in a timely manner, while sill allowing LDEQ oversight of the facility's operations.

Introduction - Page 5
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PART |
. SoLID WASTE STANDARD PERMIT APPLICATION FORM
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LAC 33:Vil PARTI 519.H-L
H. Type and Purpose of Operations: (check each applicable line)
Typel Industrial Landfill X
Industrial Surface Impoundment X
Industrial Landfarm

Type FA Industrial Incinerator

Industrial Shredder/Compactor/Baler
Industrial Transfer Station

Type !l Sanitary Landfill
Residential/Commercial Surface Impoundment X
Residential Commerdial Landfarm

>

Type IFA Residential/Commercial Incinerator Waste Handling Facility
Residential/Commercial Shredder/Compactor/Baler
Residential/Commercial Transfer Station
Residential/Commercial Refuse-Derived Fuel

Type lll Construction/Demolition-Debris Landfill

>

Woodwaste Landfill X

Compost Facility
. Resource Recovery/Recycling Facility

Other Describe:

L Site Status: Owned __ Leased _x  Lease Term _39 Years (Expires 12/31/2035)
(Note: If leased, provide copy of lease agreement)
A copy of the lease agreement is attached to Part | as Exhibit 1.

J. Operation Status: Existing _x__ Proposed

K. Total Acreage 170 Processing Acreage 0 Disposal Acreage_111

L. Environmental Permits (List)
A copy of the Louisiana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (LPDES Permit Number LA

0056227/A19340 is attached to Part | as Exhibit 2. Documentation for the Parish Waste Tire
Collection Point Program (Facility No. RCA-101-4523) is also included in Exhibit 2.

Part 1 - Page 2
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LAC 33:VIi ParTI 519.R-S

. R Certification: | have personally examined and am familiar with the information submitted
in the attached document, and | hereby certify under penaity of faw that this information
is true, accurate, and complete to the best of my knowledge. 1 am aware that there are
significant penalties for submitting false information, including the possibility of fine
and/or imprisonment.

St. Mary Parish Government

Signature: . ¢
Date: ]/ i / 07

Typed Name and Title: _Pau!l P. Naguin, Jr. - Parish President

{(Note: Attach proof of the iegal authority of the signee to sign for the applicant.)
Signatory authority is provided as a Resolution, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit 7.

S. Any additional information required by the administrative authority.

- The completed and signed Addendum to Permit Applications per §1701 is presented as Exhibit

® :

Part | - Pace 4
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PART | EXHIBITS
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Exhibit 1
. Lease Agreement and Buffer Zone Waiver Affidavit
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St. Mary Parish Recording Page

~ ! Cliff Dressel
(" ’ ‘ ' Clerk of Court
iy P.O. Box 1231
. 500 Main Street
Frankiin, LA 70538
(337) 828-4100
Received From :- -
ST. MARY PARISH GOVERNMENT
COURTHQUSE BLDG., 500 MAIN ST.
FRANKLIN, LA 70538
First VENDOR ' :
(EMERALD LAND CORPORATION _ ]
First VENDEE
|ST MARY PARISH GOVERNMENT
ndex Type: Conveyances ' File Number: 288717 .

Type of Document : Resolution Book: 65 Page : 551

‘Recording Pages : 2

Recorded Information

{. { hareby certify that the edEssierd document was filed for registry and recorded in the Cierk of Court's offjce.for 5t. Mary
Parish, Louisiana (ﬁ

/

Deputy Clerk

On (Recorded Date) : 08/24/2004

At (Recorded Time) 3‘.19:19 FM

VAN AR

Do iD - 000321570002

ReturnTo : -
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CORPORATE RESOLUTION

I, M. Taylor Darden, Corporate Secretary of Emerald Land Corporation, a Louisiana.
corporation domiciled in St Mary Parish Louisiana (* ‘Company”), hereby certifies that the
following resolution was duly adopted by the Board of Director$ of said Company at a meeting
held on the 22" day of March 2004 at which meeting all of the directors of the corpnranon were
present, and that the same remains in full force and effect:

That Michael A. Fogarty, the President of the Company, or M. Taylor Darden, tite
Corporate Secrstary of the Company, or either of them, iz authorized and
empewered to act ori behalf of the Company with respect to -execution of that
«certain Second Amendment to Solid Waste Disposal and Landfill Lease, dated
effective April 1, 2004, by and between Emerald Land Corporation, as Lessor,
- and St. Mary Parish Government, a5 Lessee, for such price and upon such terms
and conditions as either he, in his sole discretion, shall deems necessary and

proper znd in the best interests of the Company.

+ Executed on this 4‘/\'/5133/ af July 2004 @
// pd 7/ wd

M. Taylor Dq{den, Corﬂmmte Secretary
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‘ Si. Mary Parish Recording Page
o ' Cliff Dressel
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(337) B28-4100
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ST. MARY PARISH GOVERNMENT
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First VENDOR | | | .
|EMERALD LAND CORPORATION ' ]

First VENDEE | : |
IST MARY PARISH GOVERNMENT ]

Fite Number : 286504
Book: 64 " Page: 351

index Type: Conveyances .
Type of Document : Amendment

Recording Pages : - 21
) Recordad Information

.- I hereby ceriily that the GeggEs document was filed for registry and recorded in the Clerk of Court's office for St. Mary
" Parish, Louisiana

" On (Recorded Date) : 07/30/2004

Al (Recorded Time) : 10:56:48 AM

AR .

Doc 1D - 000285180021

) .
. - Return To ;
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. STATE OF LOUISIANA

PARISH OF ST. MARY

SECOND AMENDMENT TO
SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AND LANDFILL LEASE

This Second Amendment to Solid Waste Disposal and Landfill Lease ("‘Amendmcnt”) 15
made and entered into effective this 1st day of April, 2004 (“Effective Date™) by and between:

and

EMERALD LAND CORPORATION, a Louisiana Corporation

+ domiciled in St. Mary Parish, Louisiana, with its registered office

in the city: of Frankiin, herein appearing through its Corporate
Secretary, M. Taylor Darden, duly authorized by Resolufion of its
Board of Dirsctors, a certified copy of which is annexed hereto,
hereinafter referred to a5 LESSOR,

ST. MARY PARISH GOVERNMENT, the goveming authority
of the Parisk of St. Mary, State of Louisiana, appearing herein
through 1ts Parish President, Wiliam A. “Bill” Cefalu, duly
authorized by Ordinance of the St. Mary Parish Council, 2 certiffed
copy of which is attached bereto, bereinafter referred to as

LESSEE.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, by written agreement dated on June 1, 1996 {“tbe Lease™), LESSOR leased
. to LESSEE that a certain tract or parcel of land containing two hundred four (204) acres, more
! or less situated in Sections 3, 4, and § in Township 16 South, Range 12 East, St. Mary Parish,
Louisiana, and outlined in red oo the plat attached hereto as Exhibit “A™ for the purpose of
constructing, maintaining and operating a controlled sanitary landfill area, a constuction and

demolition debris landfill area and/or 2 solid waste composting area. .

WHEREAS, by Amendment to Solid Waste Disposal And Landfill Lease, dated
effective October 1, 1998 {“the Amendment”), LESSOR AND LESSEE amended the leass to

provide, inter alia, that:

The Lease, as amended, covered and inchuded the “Additional Property” referred

(a)
to and described in the Amendment, which said Additional Property is shown on
the plat attached bereto as Exhibit “A”;

(b) The term of the Lease, as amended, was extended to June 30, 2009, or until the
expiration of LESSEE’S operating permit, which ever occurred later, but in no
event fater than December 31, 2003; '

(c)  The LESSEE agreed to pay additicnal and recalculated rent to the LESSOR

- during the term of the Lease, as amended, and for a limited period thereafter;

(d} The LESSOR was granted a right of audit with respect to the caleulation of rent
dus under the Lease, as amended; and

(e} The LESSEE was permitted to fill the remaining unfilied portion of “CELL 3" to
a maximum height of forty-two (42) feet, or such other maximwurn height as
permitted by the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality.

. j WHEREAS, LESSOR AND LESSEE desire further to amesd the Lease m the
‘ particulars hereinafter set forih.

NOW THEREFORE, the parties hereto, in consideration of the foregoing and the )
mutual promises, covenants and agreements herein contained, hereby agree as follows:
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L.

The following described property is hereby released and excluded from the Lease, as
amended, to wit:

That certain tract of land located in St. Mary Parish, Louisiana, Sections 4 and 9,
Township 16 South, Range 12 East. -Said tract contains 241.93 acres ancl is more -
- fully described as fallows:

-BEGINNING at Point AA having a Lambert Coordinate of
X=3,307,322.77 and Y=422614.51; THENCE North 00° 36’ 27"
West for a distance of 2,500.00 fzet to Point BB, having a Lambert
Coordinate of X=3307,296.27 apd Y=425114.76; THENCE
portheasterly along a line being parallel and 100 feet from the
southeasterly edge of the Berwick Drainage Canal for a distance of
approximately 4,456 feet to Peint CC, having a Lambert
Coordinate of X=3,310,734.79 and Y=427966.27, THENCE
South 00° 36’ 27" East for a distance of 2,691.52 feet to Point DD,
having a Lambert Coordinate of X=3,310,76332 and
Y=425,27490; THENCE South 85° 23° 34" West for a distance
of 1,323.92 feet to Point EE, having 2 Lambert Coordinate of
X=3,300,430.47 and Y=4325,260.87, THENCE South 00° 23’ 19"
East for a distance of 2,623.38 feet to Point FF, having a Lambert
Coordinate of {=3,309,457.26 and Y=422,637.55; THENCE
South 89° 23°32” West for a distance of 2,134.61 f=et to the
- POINT OF BEGINNING, afl containing 241.93 acres, all as is
more fully shown on plat, zttached heretn as Exhibit “A,” showing
a portion of property of Emeraid Land Corporation as Tract AA,
BB, CC, DD, EE, FF, and AA area to be released by St.-Mary
Parish Government, prepared by Professional Engineefing and
Surveymg Company, Inc. dated December 9, 2002.

The above described property is hereinafter referred to as the “Release Acreage”,

2.

Subject to the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth, and the temms and conditions set
forth in the Lease, as amended, and for the pwposes ag thersin described and hercinafter
deseribed, and for the consideration hereinafier stipuiated, LESSOR does hereby lease and let
tntao LESSEE the surface of the following described property situated in the Parish of St. Mary,
State of Louisiana, the aenal extent of which is shown on the plat attached thereto as Exhibit

“B”, to wit:

That certain tract of land located in Sections 3, 4, 9 and 11, Township 16 South -
Range 12 East, St. Mary Parish, Louisiana, containing 410.14 acres and is more

fuily described as follows:

BEGINNING af Point A having a Lambert Coordinate of
X=3,306,721.64 and Y¥=424,583.15; THENCE in a northerly
direction along the easterly side of a pipeline right of way these
courses and distances: North 05°55°10” East for a distance of
1,695.04 feet; North 05°49°54™ Bast for a distance of 1,061.11 feet
to Point B, having a Lambert Coordinate of X=3,307,004.27 and
Y=427,324.77, THENCE North 62°57°23" West for a distance of
149.64 feet to Point C, having a Lambert Coordinate of
X=3,306,871.00 and Y=4277392.8}; THENCE North 05°52°02"
East for a distance of 1,083.61 feet to Point D, having a Lambert
Coordinate of X=3,306,981.80 and Y=428,471.04; THENCE
North 81°45°02” East for 2 distance of 144.44 to Point E along the
easterly of a pipeline right of way, having a Lambert Coordinate of
®=3,307,12474 and Y=428,491.76;, THENCE in a northerly
direciion along the easterly side of a pipeline right of way these
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, courses and distances: North 05°49°58" East for & distance of
‘. 1,247.72 feet; North 05°48°42” East for a distance of 702.93 feet;
North 06°16"10" East for a distance of 255.30 feet along the

easierly side of a pipeline right of way to Point F on the southerly

side of a pipeline right of way, having a Lambert Coordinate of

X=3307,350.60 and Y=430,686.11; THENCE in a northeasterly

direction along the southerly side of a pipeline right of way these

courses znd distances: North 76°35°50" East for a distance of

1,055.37 feet; North 76°41'59” East for a distance of 1,600.51

feer; North 76°34°D0” East for a distance of 784.18 feet to Point

G, having a Lambert Coordinate of X=3,310,607.53 and

Y=431,481.12; THENCE South 00°36°27" East for a distance of

2.249.37 feet along the line between Sections 3 and 4 to Point H,

having a Lambert Coordinate of X=3310,72137 and

Y¥=429.231.88; THENCE Notth 89°23°37" East for a distance of

16552 feet to Point I, having a Lambert Coordinate of

¥=3,310,886.88 and Y=429,233.63; THENCE North 81°47°02”

East for a distance of 1,163.48 feet to Point J, having a Lambert

Coordinate of X=3,312,038.42 and Y=429,399.90; THENCE

South 00°36*54" for a distance of 492.32 feet to Point K, having a

Lambert Coordinate of X=3,312,043.70 and Y=428907.61;

THENCE along a line being parallel and 100 feet from the

southeasterly edge of the Berwick Drainage Canal for a distance of

approximately 6,900 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, all

containing 410.14 acres, more fully shown on plat attached hereto

as Exhibit “B,” showing a portion of property of Emerald Land

Corporation as Tracts A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, L. ], K and A

_ optioned for lease by St Mary Pansh Govemment, prepared by
Professional Engineering and Surveying Company, Iee, dated

. November 26, 2002.

The above described property is hersinafter referred to as the "Supplemental Property”.
The Supplemental Property, together with the propenty originally leased to LESSEE and the
Additiona) Property (less and except the Released Acreage) is herginafter collectively referred to

as the “Leased Premises”.

3.

Article 3 of the Lease, as amended, is bereby deleted in its entirety. In its place, the
following paragraph is substituted:

3.

This Lease, as amended, shal] expire on June 30, 2035, or until the
expiration of LESSEE'S standard operating permit, as amended,
imodified or extended, which ever occurs [ater, but 1n no event later
than December 31, 2035. Upon termination of this Lease for any
reason, LESSEE shall close the landfill and provide post closure
care of the landfill in accordance with all applicable rules and
regulations then in effect regarding ‘the closure of landfiil
operations conducted within the State of Louisiana.”

4.

Article 4 of the Lease, as amended, is hereby deleted in its-entirety. In its place, the
following paragraphs are substituted:

The consideration for this Lease, as amended, is the payment by
LESSEE to LESSOR of the cash rentals and fees (the Annual
Rent, Additional Monthly Rent, Surcharge and Post Termination
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Fees as hereinafter set forth), and the stipulations, agreements and
cbligations herein undertaken and agreed to by LESSEE, all of
which are recognized as material parts of the consideration of this
Lease without which LESSOR would not have executed this

Lease, as amended. ‘

(&} Annual Rent. Commencing on June 1, 2004, LESSEE
shall pay LESSOR as Annual Rent the sum of ¥ive Thousand and |
No/100 Dollars (35,000.00). Thereafter, for the remaining term of
the Lease as amended, i.e. through June 30, 2035 (or if LESSEE’S
operating permit is extended, then to the expiration of said permit,
or December 31, 2035, which ever occurs first), the Annual Rent
shall be adjusted for inflation annually on the i* of june. The
Annual Rent shall be re-calculated using the following formula:
The amount paid as Annual Rent the previous yvear multiplied by
one (1) pius any percentage increase, if any, in the Consurner Price
Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers published by
the Bureaus of Labor Statistics of the United States Department of
Lzbor, or any revision thereof; or, if such is no longer available,
any equivalent of such index published by the Unifed States
Government, hereafter the “CPI Increase.” In determining the CPI
Increase, LESSEE shall compare the appropriate CPl figure
published for the month of January inunediatety preceding the
annual reptal payment with the same figure published for the
month of January the year before.  If, however, such figures are
not available twenty-one days before the anpuai rental payment is
due, the LESSEE may pay 1o LESSOR a payment equal to the
previous year's payment, and remit a check to LESSOR for the
difference, if any, when the CPT Increase becomes kmown.
Notwithstanding the calculation of the Annual Rent as described
above, the CPI Increase shall never be less than two and one-half
(2.5%) percent, nor more than five (5%) percent annually.
LESSEE shall not be entitled to prorate the Anmua) Rent which
shall be due on June 1, 2034, or if the Lease is extended, the
Annual Rent which shall be due on June 1, 2033.

(b) Additional Monthly Rent. Commencing on June 1, 2004,
and continuing through December 21, 2004, LESSEE shall pay
LESSOR as Additional Monthly Rent the sum of One and 50/100
{$1.50) Dotlars per ton of solid waste material disposed of on the
Leased Premises. Thereafter, for ezch month during the next
calendar year of the Lease, ie. from January 1, 2005 through
December 31, 2005, LESSEE shall pay LESSOR as Additional
Monthly Rent the sum of One and 65/100 ($1.65) Doliars per ton
of solid waste materal disposed of on the Leased Premises.
Thereafter, the Additional Monthly Rent shall escatate by Fifteen
(15¢) Cents per year for each successive year until December 31,
2014. Commencing Januvary §, 2015, the Additional Monthly Rent
shall escalate by Twenty-five (25¢) Cents per year for each
successive year until December 31, 2025. Commencing January 1,
2026, the Additional Monthly Rent shall escalate by Thirty-five
(35¢) Cents per year for each successive year for the remainder of
the Lease. To tllustrate: For the twelve month period commencing
on Japuary 1, 2006, the Additional Monthly Rent shall be One
Dallar and 80/100 (81.80) per ton of sclid waste material disposed
of on the Leased Premises. For the year commencing on January
1, 20135, the Additional Monthly Rent shall be Three Dollars and
25/100 (§3.25) per ton, and for the year commencing on January I,
2026, the Additiontal Monthly Rent shall be Six Dollars and 10/100
(36.10) per ton. '
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() - Industrial  Solid  Waste  Material  Surcharge
(“Surcharge”). In the event LESSEE accepts Industrial Solid
Waste Material (as hersinafler defined), LESSEE shall pay
LESSOR, in addition to the Ampual Rent and the Additional
Monthly Rent, the sum of Five Dollars (§5.00) per ton as a
Surcharge on ai) Indostrial Sokid Waste Material disposed of on the
Leased Premises. The Surcharge shall be adjusted for inflation
-annually on the 1¥ of June in the same manper, and using the same
formula, as the adjustment and re-calculation of the Annual Rent
‘due under the Lease. For the purpeses of this subparagraph,
“Industrial Solid Waste Material” shall be defined consistent with
the deftnition of “Industrial Solid Waste™ as sei forth in Louisiana
Administrative Code Title 33:VIL115, as now or hereafter

amended.

(dY  Post Termination Fee. Upon termination of this Lease for
any reason, LESSEE shall pay LESSOR an eznnual Post
Termination Fee, which amount shall be fixed and equal to the
amount of the last. Annval Rent paid under the terms and
conditicns of this Lease. The Post Termination Fee shall be paid
in the sarne manner as the Aanual Rent; provided, however, that if
this Lease shall terminate on December 31, 2035, the first anmual
Post Termination Fze shall not be due and payable nntil June 1,
2036, LESSEE shall be obligated to pay the Post Termination Fee
annually for so long as LESSEE is required to provide post
closure care of the landfill in accordance with all applicable rules

. and regulations then in effzct tegarding the closure of landfill

operations conducted within the State of Louisiana.

(e) Payment Due Dates. The following due dates shail govern
the payment of all rent, surcharge and fees due under the Leage.
All amounts due under the Lease shali be considered to have been
property paid when placed in the United Srates Mail, with adequate
postage paid, to LESSOR'S address as shown above, on or before
the following due date.

(1) All Anpual Rent payable under the Lease, as
amended, shall be paid 10 LESSOR in advance on
or before the 1st day of June of each such year;

(2) Al Additional Monthly Rent shall be paid to
LESSOR no Jater than the twentieth (20th) day
following the month in whick such solid waste
maierial is dispgsed of on the Leased Premises;

(3) The Surcharge shall be paid {v LESSOR no later
than the twentieth (20th) day following the month in
which Industrial Solid Waste Material is disposed
of on the Leased Premises; and

(4} All annual Past Termination Fees payable under the
Lease shall be paid to LESSOR in advance on or
before the 1st day of June of each such year.

() Change of Address. No change of address of any party
hereto shall be effective as to eny other party hereto until forty-five
(45) days after having been furnished with written notice of such
change of address by Certified United States Mail, Return Receipt
Reqguested.
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accurate records of the total volume (by ton) of solid waste
materiai and Industrial Solid Waste Material disposed of on the
Leased Premises. Upon reasonable notice, LESSOR shall have
the right to audit such records for any calendar year within the
twenty four (24) month period following the end of such calendar
year; provided, however, that no more than one audit may be

conducted by LESSOR during any calendar year.”

. (2 Audit Rights. LESSEE shall keep reasonable and

5.
By adding a new Article to the Lease, to be numbered Article 44, to read a5 follows:
“4A.

" The financial terms and conditons of the Lease, as set forth in
Paragraph 4, as amended, shall be subject to renegotiation under

the following circurnstances:

{a) In the event market conditions are such that LESSEE is
unable to operate the landfill because the amount of the Additional
Manthly Reént renders the fees and expenses (“tipping fees™)
charged by LESSEE for solid waste material disposed of on the
Leased Premises uneconomical or non-competitive with othet solid
waste disposal facilities situated within a fifty (50) mile radius of
the Leased Premises; provided, however, that such Tharket
conditions exist for a period of not less than twelve consecutive

months;

. _ ‘(b) - Inthe event the “tipping fees” charged by LESSEE for the
! disposal of solid waste material on the Leased Premises are less
than ninety (90%) percent, on average for all categories, of the
“tipping fees” charged by the geographically nearest thres (3) solid
waste disposal facilities and/or solid waste transfer stations;

(c) In the event LESSEE accepts Out of Parish Solid Waste
Mazterjal (as hereinafter defined). For the purposes of this
subparagraph, “Out of Parish Solid Waste Material” shall be
defined as any solid wasie materia) which is received and accepted
by LESSEE from generators located more than five (5) miles from
any of the boundanes of St. Mary Parish.

Either party may give the other party written Notice of its intent to
re-negotiate the financial terms and conditions of Paragraph 4, as
amended, of the Lease, setting forth the particulars, in reasonable
detail, of the circumstances giving rise to the might to re-negotiate.
Within thirty (30) days of receipt of such Notice, the parties shall
meet in a good faith effort to re-uegotiate the amount of the Annual
Rent, the Additional Monthly Rent, the Surcharge snd the Post
Termination Fee due under the then existing terms and conditions
of the Lease. In the event the parties are unable to agree upon the
amount to be charged, efther party may elect to have the dispute
referred to the American -Asbitration Asscciation for binding
arbitration. The then cument Commercial Asbitration Rules and
Mediation Procedures of the American Arbitration Associztion
shall govern the course and conduct of any such proceeding,
except that the dispute shall be decided by one arbitrator mutually
. ) selected by the parties from a list supplied to them by the
American Arbitration Association. The award of the arbitrator
. shall be prospective only. The arbitration shall be beld in St. Mary
Parish, Louisiana, provided that LESSEE shall provide, at iis sale
cost and expense, a suitable location for said arbitration.
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’ Except as amended herein, 2l remaining terms and conditions of the Lease, as amended,
shall remain in full force and effect.

THUS DONE AND SIGNED in the presence of the undersigned competent witnesses as
of the Effective Date of this instrument even though the signatures may be affixed prior to or

subsequent thereto.

WITNESSES: LESSCR
EMERALD LAND CORP.

V/Lﬁf{éﬁ-— é?/mflﬁﬂ—ét By: /%@&L - .
’ & . M. Taylgr Darden, Corporate Secretary
—!/:éﬁ%irl ~/ éf% |

LESSEE
. ST. MARY PARISH GOVERNMENT
/ / 4 f’ff" .l .
Vo ‘. .
.é“}‘éb“f [ ,df_:éé{"wgﬁ By: jz.',{.% /“5[= f‘L/fiV/

- William A. “Bill” CefaluSresident
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. STATE OF LOUISIANA
PARISH OF ORLEANS

ON THIS ¥ day of July 2004, before me, the undersigned Notary Public, personally
appeared M, TAYLOR DARDEN, who by me duly sworn did state that he is the Corporate
Secretary of Emerald Land Corporation, and that the foregoing Second Amendment to Sclid
Waste Disposal And Landfill Lease was signed by him on behalf of said Corporation by
authority of its Board of Directors and said appearer acknowledged said instrument to be in the

free act and deed of said Corporation. . _

Notary Public, State of Louisiana

Print Name: ;
NOTARY/BARNO. |y - e
e
Bar ¥ 15833
My commissiog is for lifa

STATE OF LOUISIANA

PARISH OF 5T. MARY

ON THIS :f //{” day of 2004, before me, the undersigned Notary

Public. personally abpeared WILLI CRILL? CEFALLU, who by me duly sworn did siate

u that he is the President of St. Mary Parish, and that the foregoing Second Amendment to Solid
. ; Waste Disposal And Landfill Lease was signed by him on behalf of said Parish by authority of
the St. Mary Parish Council and said appearer acknowledged said instrument to be in the free act

and deed of St. Mary Parish Government.

anie;
NOTARY/BAR NO.

§ 49318
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R - RECORDATION RECGEIPT

. STATE OF LOUISIANA
: - PARISH OF ST. MARY

THIS CERTIFIED THAT THERE HAS BEEN RECEIVED FOR RECORDATION
AN ACT OF:

CLIFF DRESSEL

o ‘ ' Clerk, Bx-Officio Recorder, St. M%
: C
' BY: ey /:‘% 77/)

Ceputy Clerk of Court
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STATE OF LOUISIANA

PARISE OF 5T. MARY

 AMENDMENT TO
SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AND LANDFILL LEASE

This Amendment to Solid Waste Disposal and Landfill Lease (" Amendment") is made and
entered into effective this 1st day of Qctober, 1998 ("Effective Date”) by and between:

EMERALD LAND CORPORATION, 2 Louisiana Corporation domiciled in 5t Mary
Parich, Louisianz, with its registered office in the city of Franklin, herein appearing through
its President, Michael A. Fogarty, duly authorized by Resolution of its Board of Directors, a
certified copy of which is annexed hereto, hereinafter referred to as LESSOR, and

ST. MARY PARISH GOVERNMENT, the governing authority of the Parish of St. Mary,
State of Louisiana, appearing herein through its Parish President, Oray P. Rogers, duly
authorized by Ordinance of the St. Mary Parish Council, a certifisd copy of which is
attached hereto, heremafter refered to as LESSER.

WITNESSETH:

WIHEREAS, by written agreement dated an June 1, 1996 ("the Lease"}, LESSOR leased to
LESSEE that certain tract or parcel of land containing two hundred four (204) acres, more or less
situated 1n Sections 3, 4, znd 9 in Township 16 South, Range 12 East, S5t. Mary Parish, Lounisiana,
qutlined in red on the plat attached hereto as Exhibit "A” and more particuiarly described as follows:

Beginning at point AA in said Section 9, as shown on plat entitled "Map Showing a Perticn
of Property of EMBRALD LAND CORP. Located in Sections 3, 4, & 9 TI65-R12E Ward §
St. Mary Parish, Louisiana®, dated November 15, 1994, drawn by Pensco, Professional
Engineering and Surveying Co., Inc. a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and
made a part hereof; Thenoce North a distance of 1,300+ feet to point B; Thence North 31
Degrees 45.05 Minutes East a distance of 4,252.0% fset to point C; Thence East a dictance of
1,231.00 feet to.point D; Thence South a distance of 1,319.88 feet to point E; Thence East a
distance of 1,318.82 feet to point F; Thence South to the intersection of the East ling of Lot 5
of Section 3 with théABerwick Drainage Capal, or point FF; Thence Southwesterly along the
Berwick Drainage Canal to Point AA the point of beginping; and

WHEREAS, LESSOR AND LESSEE desire to amend the Lezse in the particulars
hereinafter set forth.

NOW THEREFGRE, ihe parties hereto, in consideration of the foregoing and the mutual
promises, covenants and agreements herein contained, hereby agyes as follows:

1.

. Subject to the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth, and the terms and conditions set
forth in the Lease, and for the pirposes as therein described and hereinafter described, and for the
consideration hereinafier stipulated, LESSOR does hereby, in addition to the foregoing described
property, lease and let unto LESSEE the surface of the following described property sitnated in the
Parish of S5t. Mary, State of Louisiana, the areal extent of which is outlined in blue on the plat
attached thereto as Exhibit "A", to wit:

That certain tract or parcel of land containing twao hundred ninety-two (252) acres, more or
fess situated in Sections 3, 4 and 9 in Township16 South, Range 12 East, St. Mary Parish,
Louisiana. Beginning at point A in said Section 9, 2s shown on plat entitled "Map Showing a
Portion of Propesty of EMERALD LAND CORP. Located in Sections 3, 4 & 9 T16S-RIZE
Ward 8 5t. Mary Parish, Louis{ana", dated November 15, 1994, drawn by FPensco,
Professional Engineering and Surveying Co., Inc. a copy of which is attached
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herete ag Exhibit "A" and made a part hereof;, Thence North a distance of 2,980 feet (more
or less) to point A4; Thence Northeast along the northern bank of the Berwick Drainage
Canal to point FF; Thence South a distanes of 1,205 fest (more or less) to point G;

Thence West a distance of 1,318.82 feet to point H; Thence South a distance of 2,637.32 feet
to point I; Thence West a distance of 1,323.92 fest to point J; Thence South a distznce of
2,623.38 feet to point K; thence West a distance of 2,134.61 fest to Point A, the point

of beginning.

And that certain tract or parcel of land situated in Township 16 South, Range 12 Bast, St.
Mary Parish, Louisiana, being a portion of property of Emerald Land Corporation lying
North of the Berwick Drainage Canal and adjacent to and east of Line "AA-B". Sajd tract
being bordered oz the North by property of Berwick Land Cornpany, or the Bast by property
of Emerald Land Corporation, on the South by the Berwick Drainage Canal and on the West
by the eastern right of way of that certain Texaco, Inc. 30" pipeline as shown on the aftached

plat.

LESS AND EXCEPT that portion of Lot §,Iying and situated south of the Berwick Drainage

‘Canal and measuring 15 acres, more or less.

The above described property hereinafier referred to as the "Additional Property". The

Additional Propesty, together with the property originally leased to LESSEE being collectively
referred to as the “Leased Premises”.

.

Article 3 of the Lease is harsby delsted in its entirety. In its place, the following paragraphs

are substituted:

This Lease, as amended, shall expire on June 30, 2008, or until the expiration of LESSEE'S
opersting permit, which ever oceurs later, but in no event later than December 31, 2009,
Upon termination of this Lease for any reason, LESSEE shall close the landAll and provide
post closure care of the landfiil in accordance with all applicable rules and reguiations then
1 effect regarding the closure of landfill operations conducted within the Staie of Louisiana,

3.

Article 4 of the Lease is hereby deleted in its entirety. In it8 place, the following paragraphs

are substitited:

The consideration for this Lease, as amended, is the payment by LESSEE o LESSOR of
the cash rentals and fees (the Annnal Rent, Additional Monthly Rent and Peost Termination
Fees as hereinafier set forth}, and the stipulations, agreements and obligations herein
undertaken and agreed to by LESSEE, all of which are recognized as material parts of the
congideration of this Lease without which LESSOR would not have executed this Lease, as

- amended.

(a) Anpual Rent. Commensing on Juns 1, 1999, the LESSEE shall pay LESSOR as

- Annuaj Rent the sum of Two Thousand Five Hundred and No/100 Dollars ($2,500.00)..

Thereafter, for the remajining term of the Lease as amended, i.e. through June 30, 2009 (or if
LEBSSEE'S vperating permit is extended, then to the expiration of said permnit, or December
31, 2009, which ever occurs first), the Annual Rent shall be adjusted for inflation each year.
The Anpual Rent shall be paid in an amount equal 1o the previous year's payment, multiplied
times one (1), pius any percentage increage, if any, from the previcus year's payment, iu the
Consumer Price index for Urban Wags earners and clerical workers published by the Burean
of Labor Statistics of the United States Department of Labor, or any revision thereof; or, if
such is no longer available, any equivalent of such index published by the Usited States
Government, hereinafier referred o as "CP1 Increase”. In determining the CPT Increase,
LESSEE shall compare the appropriate CFI figure published for the month of January
immediately preceding the annual rental payment with the game figure published for the
mouth of January the year before. If, however, such figures are not available twenty-one
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days before the annual rental payment is dug, then LESSEE may pay to LRSSOR a
payment equal to the previous year's payment, and remit a check to LESSOR for the
difference, if any, when same becomes known, Said annual reptal shall be considered to
have been properly paid when placed in the United States Mail, with adequate postage paid,
to LESSOR'S address as shown above, on or before the due date. No change of address of
any party hereto shall be effective as to any other party hereto until forty-five (45} days afler
having been furnished with written actice of such change of address by Certified United
States Mail, Return Receipt Requested. LESSEE chell not be entitied to prorate the Annual
Rent which shall be due oz June 1, 2008, cr if the Tease is extended, Annual Rent which
ghall be-due on Juze 1, 2009. All Annual Rent pavable under the Lease, as amended, shall be
paid in advance on or before the 1st day of June of each such year.

(b) Additionat Monthly Rent. Commencing with the first month following the Effective
Date and for twelve months thereafter, CESSEE shall pay LESSOR as Additional Monthly
Rent the sum of Seventy-Five Cents (§.75) per ton of solid waste material disposed of on the
Ieased Premises. Thereafter, for each month during the next year of the Lease, i.e. from
October 1, 1999 through September 30, 2000, LESSEE shall pay LESSOR as Additional
Monthiy Rent the sum of Bighty-five cents (5.85) per ton of solid waste material disposed of
on the Leassd Premises. The Additional Monthly Rent shall escalate by Ten (3.10) Cents per
year for each successive year during the remainder of the Lease. To illustrate: For the twelve
month period commencing on October 1, 2000, the Additional Monthly Rent shall be
Ninsty-Five Cents (8.95) per ton of solid waste material disposed of on the Leased Pramises.
For the period commensing on October 1, 2008 through the end of the Lease, 1.¢. through
Tupe 30, 2009, the Additional Monthiy Rent shall be One Dollar and Seventy-Five Cents
($1.75) per ton of solid waste material disposed of on the Leased Premises; pravided,
however, that if the Lease is extended unti] December 31, 2009, the Additional Rent for the
period beginning on October 1, 2009 through December 31, 2009, shall be One Dollar and
Eighty-Five Cents ($1.85) per ton of solid waste material disposed of on the Leased
Premises. The Additional Monthly Rent shail be paid to LESSOR ne later than the
twentizsth (20th) day following the month in which such solid waste material is disposed of
on the Leased Premises.

{c) Post Termination Fee. Upeon termination of this Leass for any reason, LESSEE shall
pay LESSOR an annual Post Termination Fee, which amount shall be fixed and equal to the
amount of the last Annual Rent paid under the terms and condifions of this Lease. The Post
Temmination Fee shall be paid in the same manner as the Annual Reat; provided, however,
that if this Lease shall terninate on December 31, 2009, the first annual Post Termination
Fee shall niot be due and payable until June 1, 2010. LESSEE shall be obligated to pay the
Post Termination Fee annually for so long as LESSEE is required to provide post closure
care of the landfill in accordance with all apolicable rules and regulations then in effect
regarding the closure of landfill operations conducted within the State of Louisiana. ALl
annual Post Termination Fees payable woder the Lease shall be paid in advance on ar before
the 1st day of June of each such vear,

(d) Audit Rights. LESSER chall keep reasonable and accurate records of the total volume
(by ton) of solid waste material disposed of on the Leased Premises. Upon reasonable notics, .
LESSOR ghal have the right to audit such records for any calendar year within the twenty
four {24) month period following the end of such calendar year; provided, however, that no
more than ope andit may be conducted by LESSOR during any calendar ysar.

3.

Section 5 of the Lease is hereby amended to permit, LESSEE to fill the remaining unfilled
portion within the area shown and designated as "CELL 3 " on the atfached plaf to a maximum
height of forty-two (42) feet; provided, however, that in the event that LESSEE obtains from the
Lowisiana Department of Envirenmental Quality a new lacdfill permit allowing horizontal and
vertical expansion of Cell 3, the repaining portion of Cell 3 not yet filled and that area designated
as "Area for Future Expansion” on the attached plat (also referred to as Area 4 of the Leased
Premises prior to this Amendment), then LESSEE shall be allowed to fill or pile solid waste and/or
cover material on said areas to the maximum height allowed in said permit.
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6.

Except as amended herein, all remaining terms and conditions of the Lease as onginally set
forth shall remain in fiull force and effect.

THUS DONE AND SIGNED in the presence of the undersignsd competent witnesses as of
the Effective Date of this instrument even though the signatures may be affived prior toor

subsequent thereto.

'

SSES: ~ LESSOR

EMERALD LAND CORP.

BY: /74/4/&/4-\ 5@1}%,

Michael A. Fogarty, Presidents”

YU e s

ST. MARY 'PARISH GOVERNMENT

I Bgers, Presrﬁ'ent

STATE OF LOUISIANA

PARISH OF ST. MARY

ON THIS fé‘l‘{day of o 199 j_, before me, the undersigned Notary Public, personally
appeared MICHAEL A. FOGARTY, who by me duly swom did state that he is thePresident of the
Emerald Land Corporstion, and that the forsgoing Amended Lease was signed by him on behalf of
said Corporation by authority of its Board of Directors and said appearer ackmowledged said

instrbmment to be in the free act and deed of m::ranon.

AL at

/NOTARY PUBLIC

STATE OF LOUISIANA
PARISH OF ST. MARY

ONTHIS {9 dayof flecexbe, , 199 ¥ | before me, the undersigned Notary Public,
personally appeared ORAY P. ROGERS, who by me duly sworn did state that he is the President
of St. Mary Parish, and that the foregoing Amended Lease was signed by him on behalf of said
Pamish by authority of the St. Mary Parish Council 2nd said appearer aclmowledwed said mstrument
o be in the free act and deed of St. Maty Parish Government.

Lo
¥ NOTARY PUBLIC
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EMERALD LAND CORPORATION '
(4 Louisiana Corporation dorniciled in St Mary Parish, LA}

Energy Centre

1100 Poydras Street - Suite 2700 - New Orleans, Louisiana 70163,
Telephone (504)585-3800  Telecopier (504) 585-3301

May 6, 2002

St. Mary Parish Council
Fifth Floor- Courthouse
Franklin, Louisiana 70538-6198

.Re:  Property Bordering the Harold J. “Babe” Landry Landfill
Berwick, St. Mary Parish, Louisiana

Gentiemen:

Emerald Land Company understands that the Louisiana Department of Environmental
Quality (LDEQ), in accordance with LAC VII.709.B.2.a, requires a 200-foot buffer zone between
a solid waste disposal facility and the adjacent property line. Emerald Land Company hereby agrees
to waive its rights to that buffer zone with respect to the Harold J. “Babe” Landry Landfill, and
further agrees to have no buffer zone with respect to the Harold H. “Babe” Landry Landfill, and
further agress to have no buffer zone between the facility and all Emerald Land Company property

lines adjacent to the facility.

Best regards,

Emerald Land Company
2 oo

Michae] A. Fogarty .

President ‘

STATE OF LOUISIANA

PARISH OF ORLEANS

Before me, a Notary Public in and for the State and Parish mentioned, personally came znd

appeared Michael A. Fogarty, with whom I am personally acquainted (or proved to me on the basis
of satisfactory evidence), and to who, upon oath, acknowledge such person to be the within
bargainor, and that as such bargainor executed the foregoing instrumnent for the purpose thersin

contained, by signed the above instrument.

. Witness my hand and seal in New Orleans, Louisiana, this 6" day of May, 2002.

Y o OV

NOTARY PUBLIC

My commmission expires at death.
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RECORDATION RECEIPT
STATE OF LOUVISIANA
. PARISH OF ST. MARY

THIS CERTIFIED THAT THERE HAS BEEN RECEIVED FOR RECORDATION
AN-ACT OF:

ENTRY: N

TS s e e en

A T ar ey, wc&..t.'}\."'"df

OF THE RECCRDS OF THE PARISH OF 37. MARY, STATE OF LOUISIANA AT

il w;r:.m J w-m '-o.- u. s e

CLIFF DRESSEL
Cie}kg_Ex-Gﬁ'cio Recorder, St. Mary Parish, LA

BMM JQ/L »; Qe/\u/
@

lepu‘y Cﬁerk c}- Ccouﬁ
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‘-x.

EIVIERALD_LAND CORPORATION

.},?,? Louisiana Corporation dornieiied In St. Mery Pavish, LA} i i
T LY \s,..ll 1 P " - -
ERIRY ND. RECORDED-i3 COMYEYANCE 00K 2/5°C ATFOLID :
1100 Poydras Street - Sujte 2700 - New Orleans, Louisiana Tdﬁ——' mm——
'? ! Telephone (504} 585-3800  Telecopier (504) 385-3801

ENTRY N, 252325 RecoRsh MORTEAGE 800K /Y 1 FLD 205

St. Mary Parish Council ‘ 9
Fifth Floor- Courthouse JUR 8 B ?_BB:
Franklin, Lonisiana 70538-6198

Re:  Property Bordering fhe Harold J. “Babe” Landry Landfill
' Berwick, St. Mary Parish, Louisiana

Gentlemen:

Emerald Land Company understands that the Louwisiana Department of Environmental
Quality (LDEQ), in accordance with LAC VI1.709.B.2.a, requires a 200-foot buffer zone betwesn
a solid waste disposal facility and the adjacentproperty line. Emerald Land Corapany hereby agrees
to waive its rights to that buffer zone with respect to the Harold J. “Babe” Landry Landfill, and
further agrees to have no buffer zone with respect to the Herold H. “Babe” Landry Landfill, and
further agrees to have no buffer zone between the facility and all Emerald Land Company property
Lines adjacent to the facility.

Best regards,

Emerald Land Company

Dol i
Michael A. Fogarty O;MA/(/;
President

STATE OF LOUISIANA

PARISH OF ORLEANS

Beforé me, a, No“cary Pubhc in and f01 the State and. Parlsh mentioned, personally came and
appeared Michael A Fogarty, with whom I'am personally acquainted (or proved to me on the basis
of satisfactory evidence), and to who, upon oath, aclmowledge such person to be the within
bargainor, and that as such bargainer executed the foregomg instrument for the purpose therein

contained, by szgned the above mstrumsnt
Witness my hand and seal in New, Orleans Lomsmna, this 6" day of May, 2002.

o CLER( S OFFICE, FRANKLIN N, LA
/,1 4 \/ﬂ& Received and filed for

’NOTARY FUBLIC = /ewardauon at SO rj‘é‘ ,\

My commissidh expires at death, . - f’fﬂ L oid o D

5?@ Cie?&f(jourt /e
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Exhibit 2
. Louisiana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
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PERMIT NUMBER: LA0056227
AGENCY INTEREST NO: AX 9340
PER NUMBER: 20010001

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

Water Discharge Permait

Pursuant to the Clean Water Act, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), and the Louisiana
Environmental Quality Act, as amended (La. R. S. 30:2001 et seq.), rules and regulations effective or
promulgated under the authority of said Acts, and in reliance on statements and representations
heretofore made in the application, a Louisiana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit is

issued authorizing

St. Mary Parish Government

. Harold J "Babe” Landry Landfill
5th Floor, Courthouse
Frankdin, LA 70538

Type Facility: municipal solid waste landfill serving St. Mary Parish, lower St. Martin
Parish, and a small population of Iberia and Terrebonne Parish

Location: 752 Thorguson Drive in Franklin, St. Mary Parish

Receiving Waters: Berwick Drainage Canal

to discharge in accordance with effluent limitations, monitoring requirements, and other conditions set
forth in Parts I, I, and III attached hereto.

This permit shall become effective on };WLL /, dadf

This permit and the authorization to discharge shall expire five (5) years from the effective date of the
permit.

Issued on %? ¥, poo

Karen K. @autreaux
Deputy Secretary

GALVEZ BUILDING + 602 N. FIFTH STREET « F.O. BOX 4313 « BATON ROUGE, LA 7082i-4313 « FHONE (225) 2/9-3181
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PART!

Page 2 of 5

LAQQ56227; Al9340

Permit Activity Number 20010004

@

-

FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

During the period beginning__the effective daie of the permit _and lasting through__the expiration date of the permit _the permittee is

autharized to discharge from:

Outfall 001, Jocated at the south side of the oxidation pond, Lat. 28°40°28", Leng. 91°14'37" treated leachate and treated contact
stormwater (estimated flow is 0.0288 MGD). '

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below:

* Discharge Limitations Monitoring Reguirements

Effluent Characteristic

(Ibs/day)  other units (speciiy)
Storet ) Measurement  Sample
Code Monthly Avg.  Monthly Avg,  Daily Max. Fregquency" Type
Flow-MGD 50050 Report Report Daily Estimate
BODs 00310 30 magr! 45 mgit 1/2weeks Grahb
TSS 00530 - 80 mg/l 135 mg/} 1/2weeks Grab
TOC 00082 -— - 50 mg/l 1r2weeks Grab
. Oil&grease 00552 - — 15 mpi 1/2weeks Grab
" ' Chlorides 01002 — 250 mg/l 112weeks Grab
Sulfates 01007 -— — 250 mg/! 12weeks Grab
Ammonia-Nitrogen 00610 — 4.8 mg/l 10 mg/l 1/2weeks Grab
Fecal Coliform :
colonies/100ml H 74055 200 400 112weeks Grab
pH (Standard Units)*™™ " 00400 — — — 1/2weeks Grab
Priarity Pollutant Scant 57168 -— -— Report ugh 1/6 months Grab
(lbsiday)  other units (specify)
Storet Measurement  Sample
Code Monthly Avg, Monthly Avg. Daily Avg. Freguency Type
Alpha Terpineol 51045 . 0.018 mg/( 0.033 mg/l 1/Quarter Grab
Benzoic Acid 77247 — 0.071 mg/l 0.12 mg/! 1/Quarter Grab
p-Cresol 771486 - 0.014 mg/l 0.025 mgfl 1/Quarter Grab
Zinc 01082 o 0.11 mgA 0.20 mg/l 1/Quarter Grab
Fhenol 34604 - 0.015 mg/ 0,026 mg/l 1/Quarter Grab
QUALITY (PERCENT % UNLESS STATED}
Measurement Sample
30-Day Avg. Min. 7-Day Min, Freauency Type
Whole Effluent Toxicity Testing
48-Hour Acute NOEC T  STORET. 22414
Daphnja Pulex 0% 10% .
STORET: TEM3D ? Report Report 1/Quarter 24-Hr. Composite
STORET: TOM3D Report Report 1/Quarter 24-Hr. Composite

@,

\‘\
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PART |

Page 3 of 5

LADD56227; Al9340

Permit Activity Number 20010001
FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

QUALITY (FERCENT % UNLESS STATED)
Measurement  Sample

30-Day Avg. Min. 7-Bay Min, Freguency Tvpe

Whole Effluent Taxicity Testing
48-Hour Acute NOECT  STORET: 22414

Pimephales promelas 10% 10%
STORET: TEMBC ¥ Report Report 1/Quarter 24-Hr. Composite
STORET: TOMBC Report Report 1/Quarter 24-Hr, Compuosite

When discharging.

Spacies Quality Reporting Units: Pass = 0, Fait = 1

See Part |, Section D, Whole Effluent Toxicity Testing Requirements.

See Part li, Section A, Paragraph 8.

See Par |l, Section B, Priority Pollutant Scan.

The pH shall not be less than__ 6.0 _standard units nor greater than_$.0 _standard units. The permitiee shall report on
. the Discharge Monitoring Reports both the minimum and maximum instantansous pH values measured,

]

o om -

" 1nere shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than trace amcunts.
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shali be taken at the following location:

Qutfall 001, &t the point of discharge from the last ireaiment unit prior to mixing with cther waters.
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FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

During the period beginning__the effective date of the permit

permittee is authorized to discharge from:

and lasting through

PART |

Page 4 of 5
LADDS6227; AI9340
Permit Activity Number 20010001

the expiration date of the permit _the

Outfall 002, located on the north side of the administration building, Lat. 20°40°53", Long. 91°14'05" treated sanitary
wastewater, and equipment washwater (estimated flow is 0.001 MGD).

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permitiee as specified below:

Effluent Characteristic

Discharge Limitatichs

Monitoring Requirements

(lbs/day) other units (specify)
Storet Measurement Sample
Code Monthly Avg.  Menihly Avg.  Daily Max. Frequency”!  Type
Flow-MGD 50050 Report Report Daily Estimate
BOD; 00310 - 45 mg/l 1/manth Grab
. TS5 00530 45 mg/l 1/manth Grab
W )il & Grease 00552 15 mg/] 1/month Grab
Fecal Coliform
colonies/100ml H 74055 -- 400 i/month Grab
Soaps and detergentsa’ - Report 1/month Grab
pH (Standard Units)™ 00400 --- 1/month Grab
i When discharging.
“ Each type of soap and/or detergent shall be listed separataly on the DMR along with the total amount of each
used during the monitoring period. Additionally, a MSDS for each material used shall be submitted with the
DMR.
H See Part ll, Section A, Paragraph 8.
- The pH shall not be less than_ 6.0 standard units nor greater than_9.0 _standard units. The permittee shall

seport on the Discharge Monitoring Reports both the minimum and maximum instantanecus pH values

measured.

There shall be no discharge of floating sclids or visible foam in other than trace amounts. No evidence or presence of a
sheen shall be observed in the effluent discharge.

Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the following location:

Qutfall 002, at the point of discharge from the last treatment unit prior to mixing with other waters.

Q.

-
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PART |

Page 5of 5

LAD0S6227; AIB340

Permit Activity Number 20010001

FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

During the period beginning__the effective date of the permit _and lasting through__the expiration date of the permit__the
permitteg is authorized o discharge from:

Outfall 004, located at the southwest corner of Area [, Lat. 28°40'46", Long. 91°14'47" non-contact stormwater
(estimated flow is 11.7 MGD).

Such discharges shalil be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below:

Effluent Characteristic Discharge Limitations Monitoring Requirements
(Ibs/day} other units (specify)
Storet Measurement Sample
Code Monthly Avg.  Monthly Ava,  Daily Max, Frequency” Type
Flow-MGD 50050 -~ Report Report Daily Estimate
C DODB2 — -— 50 mg/l 1/month Grab
“ 4l & Grease 00552 - 15 mgf 1/month Grab
Tatal Recoverable lron 31045 Report ma/! 1fquarter Grab
Tetal Bariom 01007 - - Report mg/l ‘lguarter Grab
p (Standard Units)* 00400 -— - -— 1/iweek Grab
i When discharging.
- The pH shail not be less than__6.0__standard units nor greater than__§.0_ standard units. The permiitee shall
report on the Discharge Monitoring Reports both the minimum and maximum instantaneous pH values
measured.

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than trace amounts.
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the following location:

Outfall 004, at the point of discharge prior to mixing with other waters.

._'1
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LAO(GS6227; AI9340
Permit Activity Number 200100601

PART IT

OTHER REQUIREMENTS

In addition to the standard conditions required in all permits and listed in Part ITI, the office has established the following additional
requirements in accordance with the Louisiana Water Quality Regulations.

SECTION A. GENERAL STATEMENTS

L

The Department of Environmental Quality reserves the right to impose more stringent discharge limitations and/or additional
restrictions in the future to maintain the water quality integrity and the designated uses of the receiving water bodies based
upon water quality studies. These studies may indicate the need for more advanced wastewater treatment. Studies of similar
dischargers and receiving water bodies have resulted in monthly average effiuent [imitations of 5 mg/l CBODs, and 2 mg/!
NH;-N. Therefore, prior to upgrading or expanding this facility, the permittee should contact the Department to determine the
status of the work being done to establish future effluent limitations and additional permit conditions.

Please be aware that the Department will be canducting a TMDL in the Atchafalaya River Basin scheduled for completion in
2009. The Department of Environmental Quality reserves the right to impese more stringent discharge limitations and/or
additional restrictions as a result of the TMDL. Therefore, prior to upgrading or expanding this facility, the permittee should
contact the Department to determine the status of the work being done to establish future effluent limitations and additional

permit conditions.

This permit does not in any way authorize the permittee to discharge a pollutant not listed or quantified in the applicaticn oi
iirnited or monitored for in the permit. '

Authorization to discharge pursuant to the conditions of this permit does not relieve the permittee of any liability for damage:
to state waters or private property. For discharggs to private land, this permit does not refieve the permittee from obtaininy
proper approval from the landowner for appropriate sasements and rights of way.

For definitions of monitoring and sampling terminalogy see Part Il, Section F.

24-hour Oral Reporting: Daily Maximum Limitation Violations

Under the provisions of Part ITI Section D.6.e.(3) of this permit, violations of daily maximum limitations for the followin
potlutants shall be reparted oraliy to the Office of Environmental Compliance within 24 hours from the time the permitte

became aware of the violation followed by a written report in five days.

Pollutants: None
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((\. | Part IT
Page 2 0f 22

LAQQS56227/A19340
Permit Activity Number 20010001

OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued)

1. The permittee shall achieve compliance with the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements specified for
discharges in accordance with the following schedule:

EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE PERMIT

8. Please be aware, concentrations of Total Residual Chlorine above 0.01 mg/L can cause or contribute to significant
toxicity in receiving streams and biomonitoring testing. It is the permittee’s responsibility to assure that no Total
Residual Chlorine remains in the effluent after dechlorination in order to prevent toxicity in the receiving stream and
in whole effluent toxicity testing,

9. The original DMR signed and certified as required by LAC 33:1X.2503.B, and all other reports fequired by this
permit shall be subniitted to the Permits Compliance Unit, and a copy of the DMR and all other reports required by
~ this permit shall also be submitted to the appropriate LDEQ regional office at the following addresses:

’ Department of Environmental Qualty
S Office of Environmental Compliance
Enforcement Division
Post Office Box 4312

Baton Rougg, Louisiana 70821-4312
Artention: Permit Compliance Unit

Acadiana Regional Office
Office of Environmental Compliance
Surveillance Division
111 New Center Drive
Lafayette, Louisiana 70508
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Part 1T

Page 3 of 22
LAGOS6227/A19340
Permit Activity Number 20010001

OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued)

W, )
i

SECTION B. POLLUTANT SCAN

This Office has established a list of priority pollutants with threshold valves intended as action
levels. Shonid a substance exceed the level of the established value in Part II, Section B.3., the
permittee shall potify the Office of Environmental'Services of the exceedance, in writing,
within five (5) days. At this time the St. Mary Parish Government —~ Harold J *Babe” Landry
Lapdfill shall institute a study to determine the source of the exceedance. Within sixty (60)
davys of the written notification the permittee shall submit a writien account of the nature of
the study. and measures being taken to secure abatement. Failure to comply with any
provision of this paragraph shall constitute a vioiation of this permit. The Department reserves
the right to establish effluent limitations for any of the parameters listed below based upon the

results of submitted analyses.

1. 40 CFR Part 136 Analytical Requirements

Unless otherwise specified in this permit, monitoring shall be conducted according to analytical,
apparatus and materials, sample collection, preservation, handling, etc., procedures listed at 40 CFR
Part 136 in effect on the effective date of this permit. Appendices A, B, and C to Part 136 are
specifically referenced as part of this requirement. Amendments to 40 CFR Part 136 promulgated

after the effective date of this permit shall supersede these requirements as applicable. The
permittee may use other EPA approved test methods that provide more sensitive test resuits than

those referenced in the permit.
2.  Minimum Quantification Levels

If any individual analytical test result is less than the minimum quantification level (MQL) listed
below, a value of zero (0) may be used as the test result for those parameters for the Discharge

Monitoring Report (DMR) caleulations and reporting requirements.

3. Priority Pollutant List

Threshold MQL Test
Chemical Value Required Method
ug/! g/l Required
METALS, CYANIDE, AND TOTAL PHENOLS
Antimony 600 60 , 200.7
Arsenic 100 10 206.2
Beryllium 100 5 200.7
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Page 4 of 22
LADD56227/A1 9340
Permit Activity Number 20010001

OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued)

Threshold MQL Test
Chernical Value Required Methed
ug/l ug/l Required
METALS, CYANIDE, AND TOTAL PHENOLS {continued)
Cadmium 100 1 213.2
Chromium [T 100 10 200.7
10 200.7
Chromium VI 100
Copper 500 10 220.2
Cyanide 100 20 335.2
. ) | lead 150 5 2392
Mercury 5.8 0.2 2451
Nickel (Freshwater) 500 40 200.7
Selenium 100 5 270.2
Silver '1 00 2 2722
Thallium 100 10 2792
Zinc 1000 20 289.2
Total Phenols** 50 5 420.1
YOLATILE COMPOUNDS
Acrolein 100 50 624
| Acrylonitrile 160 J 50 624
4
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OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued)

Part I

Page 5 of 22
LA0056227/A1 9340
Permit Activity Number 20010001

Threshold MQL Test
Chemical Value Reguired Method
ugf] ug/l Required
VOLATILE COMPOUNDS (continued)
1 I
Benzene 100 10 624
Bromodichloromethane 100 10 624
Bromoform 100 10 624
Carbon Tetrachloride 100 1 624
Chlorobenzene 100 50 624
Chlorogthane 100 10 624
2-Chioroethyl vinyi ether 100 50 624
Chloroform 100 10 624
Dibromochloromethane 100 10 624
1,1-Dichloroethane 100 10 624
1,2-Dichloroethane 100 10 624
1,1-Dichloroethylene 100 10 624
{1,1-dichlorosthene}
1,2-Dichloropropane 100 10 624
1,3-Dichloropropene 100 10 624
{1,3-Dichloropropylene}
Ethylbenzene 100 10 624
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. PartII
iy

| Page 6 of 22
LAD0S56227/A1 9340
Permit Activity Number 20410001

OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued)

Threshold MQL Test
Chemical Value Required Methad
ug/l | ug/| Required

VOLATILE COMPOUNDS (continued)

Methyl Bromide {Bromomethane} 100 50 624

Methy! Chloride 100 50 624

{Chloromethane}

Methylene Chloride 100 20 624

1,1,2,2-Tetra-chlorosthane 100 ' 10 624
. Tetrachjoroethylene 100 10 624

v Toluene 100 10 624

1,2-trans-Dicbloroethylene 100 10 624

{1,2-dichloroethene}

1,1,1-Trichloroethane 130 10 ‘ 624

1,1,2-Trichloroethane 100 10 £24

Triclkloroethylene 100 10 624

{Trichlorpethene}

Vinyl Chloride 100 10 624

ACID COMPOUNDS

2-Chlorophenol 100 10 625

{o-Chlorophenol}

2,4-Dichliorophenol 100 i0 625
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OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued)

Part11

Page 7 of 22
LA0056227/A1 9340
Permit Activity Number 20018001

Threshold MQL Test
Chemical Value Required Method
g/l ug/l Required
ACID COMPOUNDS (continued)
2 4-Dimethylphenol 100 10 625
2,4-Dinitrophenol 160 50 625
4,6-Dinitro-0-Cresol 100 50 625
{4.6-Dinitro-o-phenal}
{4,6-Dinitro-2-methyt nhenol}
2-Nitrophenol 100 20 625
. 4-Nitrophenol 160 50 625
S P-Chlero-M-Cresol 100 10 625
Pentachlorophenol 100 50 625
Phenol 100 10 625
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 100 10 525
PESTICIDES W
Aldrin 0.03 0.05 608
Chlordane 0.142 0.2 608
DDD 0.202 - 0.1 608
DDE 0.143 0.1 608
0.172 0.1 608

. DDT
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Part [I

Page § of 22

LADD56227/AT 9340
Permit Activity Number 20010001

OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued)

Threshold MQL Test
Chemical Value Required Method
ug/t ug/l Reqguired
PESTICIDES (continued)
Dieldrin 0.037 0.1 608
Endosulfan-a 0.056* 0.1 608
Endosuifan-8 0.056* 0.1 608
Total Endosulfan 0.109 0.1 608
Endosulfan sulfate 10 0.1 608
. ; Endrin 0.973 0.1 608
Endrin aldehyde 10 0.1 608
Heptachlor | 0.053 0.05 508
Heptachlor Epoxide 10 0.05 GQS
Hexachlorocyclohexane-o. (BHC-0) 10 0.05 508
Hexachlorocyclohexane-§ (BHC-8) 10 0.05 608
Hexachlorocyclohexane-8 10 0.05 608
(BHC-8)
Hexachlorocyclohexane-y 10 0.05 608
(Lindane)
Total PCB's *There shail be no discharge of polychiorinaied hiphenyls (FCR's)
Toxaphene 0.03 1 5.0 608
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: Threshold MQL Test
Chemical Value Required Method
ug/l ug/l Regquired

BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS

Acenapithens 100 10 625
Acenapthivlens 100 10 625
Anthracene 100 10 625
Benzidene 100 50 625
Benzo(a)anthracene 100 10 625
3,4-Benzofluoranthens 100 10 625

{Benzo(b)fluoranthene}
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 100 10 625
Benzo{a)pyrene 100 10 525
Benzo(ghilpervlene 100 20 525
Benzy! butyl Phihalate 100 10 625
{Buty! benzyl Phthalate}

Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether 100 10 625
Bis(Z-chloroethoxy) methane 190 16 625
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) Phthalate 100 L0 625
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl) ether 100 10 625
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OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued)

Threshold MQL Test
Chesmical Value Required Method
ug/l ug/l Reguired
BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (continued)
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 100 10 625
2-Chloronaphthalene 100 10 625
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl sther 100 10 625
Chrysene 100 } 10 625
Dibenzo (é,h) anthracene 100 20 625
, ) Di-n-Butyl Phthalate 100 | 10 625
| 1,2-Dichlorobenzene 100 10 625
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 100 10 625
l,4-Dichlorobenzene 100 10 625
{p-Dichlorobenzene}
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine 100 50 - §25
Diethy! Phthalate 7 100 i0 625
Dimethyt Phthalate 100 10 625
2.4-Dinitrotoluene 140 10 625
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 100 10 625
. Di-n-octyl Phtbalate 100 | 10 | 625
\ -—-/'\ '
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Threshald MQL Test
Chemical Value Required Methad
ugy/l ug/l | Required

BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOQUNDS (coutinued) (
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 106 20 625
Fluoranthene 130 | 10 625
Fluorene 100 10 625
Hexachlorobenzene 0.187 10 625
Hexachiorobutadiene 57.5 10 625
Hexachlorocyclopentadiens 100 10 625
Hexachloroethane 100 20 625
Ideno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene 100 20 625
Isopliorone 100 10 625
Naphthalene 100 10 525
Nitrobenzene 100 . 10 625
N-pitrosodimethylamine 100 50 625
N-pitrosodiphenylamine 100 20 625
N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine 100 : 20 625
Phenanthrene 1 50 10 625
Pyrene 100 6 625
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 100 10 625
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OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued)

3. Effluent Specific Minimum Quantification Levels

The permittee may develop an effluent specific method detection limit (MDL) in accordance with
Appendix B to 40 CFR Part 136. For any pollutant for which the permittee determines an effiuent
specific MDL, the permittee shall send the Department of Environmental Quality a report
containing the QA/QC documentation, analytical results, and calculations necessary to demonstrate
that the effluent MDL was correctly calculated. An effluent specific MQL shall be determined in
accordance with the following caleulation:

MQL =33 x MDL

Upon written approval from DEQ, the effluent specific MQL may be utilized by the permittee for
all future Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) calculations and reporting requirements.

]
S
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OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued)

SECTION C. STORMWATER PROVISIONS

STORMWATER DISCHARGES

A

B.
R C.
D.

This section applies to all stormwater discharges from the facility, either through
permitted outfalls or through outfalls which are not listed in the permit or as sheet

flow.

Any runoff leaving the developed areas of the facility, other than the
permitted outfall(s), exceeding 50 mg/L TOC, 15 mg/L Oil and Grease, or
having a pH less than 6.0 or greater than 9.0 standard units shall be a
vioiation of this permit. Any discharge in excess of these limitations, which
is attributable to offsite contamination shall not be considered a violation of
this permit. A visual inspection of the facility shall be conducted and a report

made annually as described in Paragraph 4 below.

The permittee shall prepare, implement, and maintain a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWP3) waithin six (6) months of the effective date

~ of the final permit. The terms and conditions of the SWP3 shall be an

enforceable Part of the permit. EPA document §33-R-92-002 (Storm Water
Management for Industrial Activities) may be used as a guidance and may be
obtained by writing to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of
Water Resources (RC-4100), 401 M Street, S.W., Washington D.C. 20460 or

by calling (202) 260-7786.

The following conditions are applicable to all facilities and shall be included
in the SWP3 for the facility.

1. The permittee shall conduct an annual inspection of the facility site to identify
areas contributing o the storm water discharge from developed areas of the
facility and evaluate whether measures to reduce pollutant loadings identified in
the SWP3 are adequate and have been properly implemented in accordance with
the terms of the permit or whether additional control measures are needed.

2. The permiitee shall deveiop a site map which includes all areas where
stormwater may contact potential pollutants or substances which can cause
pollution. Any location where reportable quantities leaks or spills have
previcusly occurred are to be documented in the SWP3. the SWP3 shall
contain a description of the potential pollutant sources, inciuding, the type
and quantity of material present and what action has been taken to assure
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OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued)

stormwater precipitation will not directly contact the substances and result in
contaminated runoff,

Where experience indicates a reasonable potential for equipment fatlure (e.g. a
tank overflow or leakage), natural condition of (e.g. precipitation), or other
circumstances which result in significant amounts of potlutants reaching surface
waters, the SWP3 should include a prediction of the dirsction, rate of flow and
total quantity of poliutants which could be discharged from the facility as a

result of each condition or circumstance.

The permittee shall maintain for a peried of three years a record summarizing
the results of the inspection and a certification that the facility is in compliance
with the SWP3 and the permit, and identifying any incidents of noncompliance.
The summary report should contain, at a minimum, the date and time of
inspection, name of inspector(s), conditions found, and changes to be made to

the SWP3.

The summary report and the following certification shall be signed in
accordance with LAC 33:1X.2333. The summary report is to be attached to the
SWP3 and provided to the Department upon request.

“I certify under penafty of law that this document and ali attachments were
prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system
designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the
information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who
manage the systern, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the
information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and
belief, true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significant
penalties for submitting false information, including the possibility of fine
and imprisonment for knowing violations."

Signatory requirements for the certification may be found in Part 111, Section
13.10 of this permit.

The permittes shall make available to the Department, upon request, a copy of
the SWP3 and any supporting documentation.

The following shall be included in the SWP3, if applicable.

The permittee shall vtilize all reasonable methods to minimize any adverse
impact on the drzinage system including but not limited to:
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OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued)

(8]

a) maintaining adequate roads and driveway surfaces;

b) removing debris and accumulated solids {rom the drainage
system; and

¢) cleaning up immediately any splll by sweeping, absorbent pads,
or other appropriate methods.

Alt spilied product and other spilled wastes shall be immediatety cleaned up and
disposed of according to all applicable regulations, Spill Prevention and Countrof
(SPC) plans or Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) plans.
Use of detergents, emulsifiers, or dispersants to clean up spilled product is
prohibited except where necessary to comply with State or Federal safety
regulations (i.e., requirement for non-slippery work surface). In all such cases,
initial cleanup shall be done by physical remaval and chemical usage shall be

mintmized.

All waste fuel, lubricants, coolants, solvents, or other fluids used in the repair or
maintenance of vehicles or equipment shall be recycled or contained for proper
disposal. Spills of these materials ars to be cleaned up by dry means whenever

possible,

All equipment, parts, dumpsters, trash bins, petroleum products, chemical
solvents, detergents, or other materials exposed to stormwater shall be
maintained in a manner which prevents comtamination of stormwater by

poliutants.

All storage tank installations (with a capacity greater than 660 gallons for an
individual contairer, or 1,320 gallons for two or more containers in aggregate
within a common storage area) shall be constructed so that a secondary means of
containment is provided for the entire contents of the largest tank plus sufficient
freeboard to aflow for precipitation. Diked areas should be sufficiently

impervious to contain spills.

All diked areas surrounding storage tanks or stormwater collection basins shall
be free of residual oil or other contaminants 50 as to prevent the accidental
discharge of these materials in the event of flooding, dike failure, or improper
draining of the diked area. All drains from diked areas shall be equipped with
valves which shall be kept in the closed condition except during periods of
supervised discharge. '

All check valves, tanks, drains, or other potential sources of poltutant releases
shall be inspected and maintained on a regular basis to assure their proper
operation and to prevent the discharge of pollutants.
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8. The permitiee shall assure compliance with all applicable regulations
promulgated under the Louisiana Solid Waste and Resource Recovery Law and
the Hazardous Waste Management Law (L.R.S. 30:2151, etc.). Management
practices required under above regulations shall be referenced in the SWP3.

9. The permittee shall amend the SWP3 whenever there is a change in the facility
or change in the operation of the facility which materially increases the potential
for the ancillary activities to result in a discharge of significant amouants of

pollutants.

10. If the SWP3 proves to be ineffective in achieving the general objectives of
preventing the release of significant amounts of pollutants to water of the state,
then the specific objectives and requirements of the SWP3 shall be subject to
modification tn incorporate revised SWP3 requirements.

F. Facility specific SWP3 Coaditions:

. I Drainage Area Site Map. Identify locations of the following activities

where such activities are exposed to precipitation / runoff: active and
closed landfill cells or trenches, active and closed land application
areas, locations where opent dumping is occuiring or has occurred,
locations of any known leachate springs or other areas where
unconirolled jeachate may commingle with runoff, leachate collection

and handling systems.

S
A

Summary of Potential Poliutant Sources. A narrative description
of the potential pollutant associated with any of the following:
fertilizer, herbicide and pesticide application; earth/soil moving;
waste hanling and {oading/unloading; outdoor storage of significant
materials including daily, interim and final cover material stockpiles
as well as temporary waste storage areas; exposure of astive and
nactive landfill and land application areas; uncontrolled ieachate
flows; failure or leaks from leachate collection and treatment systems

™~

Good Housekeeping Measures. As part of your good housekeeping
progrant, consider providing protected materials storage areas for
pesticides, herbicides, fertilizer, and other significant materials.

(W8]

4. Preventative Maintenance Program. This program must also
maintain: 1) containers used for outdoor chemical and significant
. materials storage to prevent leaking or rupture; 2) all elements of
4 leachate collection and treatment systems to prevent commingling of
: ) leachate with storm water; 3) the integrity and effectiveness of any
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intermediate or final cover (inchuding repairing the cover as
necessary to minimize the effects of settlement, sinking and erosion).

Inspections of Active Sites: for operating landfills, open dumps,
and land application sites, inspections must be conducted at least
once every 7 days. Qualified personnel must inspect areas of fandfills
that have not yet been finally stabilized, active land application areas,
areas used for storage of material / wastes that are exposed to
precipitation, stabilization and structural control measures, leachate
callection and treatiment systems, and locations where equipment and
waste trucks enter and exit the site. Ensure that sediment and

erosion control measures are operating properly. For stabilized sites
and areas where land application has been completed, conduct

inspections at least once every month,

Sediment and Erosion Centrol Plan: Provide temporary
stabilization (e.g., consider temporary seeding, mulching, and
placing geotextiles on the inactive portions of stockpiles): for
materials stockpiled for daily, intermediate and final cover; inactive
areas of the {andfill or open dump; any landfilf or open dump area
that has received a final cover until vegetation has established itself;
and where waste application has been completed at fand application
sites but final vegetation has niot yet been established.

Include plans for the possibility for and contro} of the upward and
lateral seepage of leachate. As a part of the plans, a method of
prediction (estimation) of the direction of flow, rate of flow, and total
quarntity of storm water being contaminated by toxic pollutants
reaching the surface through the process of seepage.

Include an outline plag of action to address pollutants which exceed
the threshold criteria of the priority pollutants (Part 11, Section B. 3.).
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OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued) ,
SECTION D. WHOLE EFFLUENT TOXICITY LIMITS (48- HR. ACUTE NOEC: FRESHWATER)

1L

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

The permittes shall test the effluent for toxicity in accordance with the provisions in this section.

APPLICABLE TO FINAL OUTFALL(S): 001
REPORTED ON DMR AS FINAL OUTFALL: 001

CRITICAL DILUTION (%): 10%

EFFLUENT DILUTION SERIES (%): 4%, 5%, 7%, 10%, and 13%
COMPOSITE SAMPLE TYPE: Defined at PART I

TEST SPECIES/METHODS: 40 CFR Part 136

Daphnia Pulex acute static renewal 48-hour definitive toxicity testing using EPA/600/4-
$0/027F, or the latest update thereof. A minimurmn of five (5) replicates with ten (10)
organisms per replicate must be used in the control and in each effluent dilution of this test.

Pimephales promelas (Fathead minnow) acute static renewal 48-hour definitive toxicity test
using EPA/6007/4-90/027F, or the latest update thereof. A minimum of five (3) replicates
with ten (10) organisms per replicate must be vsed in the control and in each effluent

dilution of this test,

The NOEC (No Observed Effect Concentration) is defined as the greatest effluent dilution at and
below which lethality that is statistically different from the control (0% effiuent) at the 95%

confidence level does not oceur.

When the testing frequency stated above is less than monthly and the effluent fails the survival
endpoint at or below the critical dilution, the penmittes shall be considered in violation of this permit
limit and the frequency for the affected species will increase to monthly until such time compliance
with the Lethal No Observed Effluent Concentration (NOEC) effluent Hmitation is demonstrated for
a period of three consecutive months, at which time the permittee may retumn to the testing
frequency stated in Part ] of this permit. During the period the permittee is out of compliance, test
results shail be reported on the DMR for that reportiag period.

This permit may be reopened to require chemical specific effluent limits, additional testing, and/or
other appropriate actions to address toxicity.

Test failure is defined as a demonstration of statistically significant sub-lethal or lethal effects to a
test species at or below the effluent critical dilution.
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2. REQUIRED TOXICITY TESTING CONDITIONS
a. Test Acceptance

The permittee shall repeat a test, including the control and all effluent
dilutiens, if the procedures and quality assurance requirements defined in the test methods or in this

permit are not satisfled, including the following additional criteria:

1l

Each toxicity test control (0% effluent) must have a survival equal to or greater than 90%.

The percent coefficient of variation between replicates shall be 40% or fess in the control
(0% effluent) for the Daphnia pulex survival test and fathead minnow survival test.

The percent coefficient of variation betwsen replicates shall be 40% or less in the critical
dilution unless significant lethal effects are exhibited for the Daphnia pulex and/or fathead
minnow survival test.

Test failure may not be construed or reported as invalid due to a coefficient of variation value of
greater than 40%. A repear test shall be conducted within the required reporting period of any test

determined to be invalid.

b. Statistical Interpretation

For the Daphnia pulex and Fathead minnow survival test, the statistical analyses used to
determine if there is a statistically significant difference betwesn the control and the critical
dilution shall be in accordance with the methods for determining the No Observed Effect
Concentration (NOEC) as described in EPA/600/4-50/027F, or the most recent update

thereof.

If the conditions of Test Acceptability are met in Item 2.a abave and the percent survival of
the test organism is equai to or greater than 90% in the critical dilution concentration and all
lower dilution concentrations, the test shall be considered to be a passing test, and the
permittee shall report an NOEC of not less than the eritical dilution for the DMR reporting
requirements found in Item 3 below.

C. Dilution Water

Ditution water used in the toxicity tests will be receiving water collected as close to the
point of discharge as possible but unaffected by the discharge. The permittee shall
substitute synthetic ditution water of similar pH, hardness and alkalinity to the closest
downstreamn perennial water where the receiving stream is classified as intermittent or where
the receiving stream has no flow due to zero flow conditions,

If the receiving water is unsatisfactery as a result of instream toxicity (fails to fulfill the test
acceptance criteria of Item 2.a), the permitiee may substitute synthstic diluticn water for the
receiving water in all subsequent tests provided the unacceptable receiving water test met
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the following stipulations:

(A) a synthetic dilution water control which fulfills the test acceptance requirements of
itern 2.a was run concurrently with the receiving water control;

{B) the test indicating receiving water toxicity has been carriéd out to completion {(i.e.,
48 hours);

(Cy  the permittee includes all test results indicating receiving water toxicity with the full
report and information required by ltem 3.2 below; and

(D)  the synthetic dilution water shall have a pH, hardness and alkalinity sumilar to that
of the receiving water or closest downstream perennial water not adversely affected
by the discharge, provided the magnitude of these parameters wiil not cause toxicity

in the synthetic dilution water.

d. Samnples and Composites

1.

V.

The permittee shall collect two flow-weighted 24-hour composite samples from the
outfall(s) listed at item 1.2 above. A 24-hour composite sample consists of a minimum of 4
effluent portions collected at equal time intervals representative of a 24-hour operating day
and combined proportional to flow or a sampfe continuously collected proportional to flow
over a 24-hour operating day.

The permittee shall collect a second 24-hour composite sample for use during the 24-hour
renewal of each dilution concentration for both tests. The permities must collect the
24-hour composite samples 50 that the maximum holdmg time for any effluent sample shall
not exceed 36 hours. The permittee must have initiated the toxicity test within 36 hours
after the collection of the last portion of the first 24-hour composite sample. Samples shall
be chilled to 4 degrees Centigrade during collection, shipping and/or storage.

The permittes must collect the 24-hour composite samples such that the effluent samples are
representative of any periodic episode of chlorination, biocide usage or other potentially
toxic substance discharged on an intermittent basis.

If the flow from the outfall{s) being tested ceases during the collection of effluent samples,
the requirements for the minimum number of effluent samples, the minimum number of
effluent portions and the sampls holding time are waived during that sampling period.
However, the permittee must collect an effluent composite sample volume during the period
of discharge that is sufficient to complete the required toxicity tests with daily renewal of
effluent. When possible, the effluent samples used for the toxicity tests shall be collected
on separate days. The effluent composite sample collection duration and the static renewal
protocol associated with the abbreviated sample collection must be documented in the full

report required in Item 3 of this section.
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OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued}

3.

REPORTING

A valid test must be submitted during each reporting period. The permittee shall prepare 2 full
report of the results of all tests conducted pursuant to this Part in accordance with the Report
Preparation Section of EPA/600/4-90/027F, for every valid or invalid toxicity test initiated, whether
carried to completion or not. The permittee shall retain each full report pursuant to the provisions of
Part T1.C of this permit. For any test which fails, is considered invalid, or which is terminated for
any reason, the full report must be submitted for agency review. The permittee shall submit the first

full report to:

Department of Environmental Quality
Office of Environmental Compliance
P. 0. Box 4312
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70821-4312
Attn: Permit Compliance Unit

The permittee shall report the Whole Effluent Lethality values for the 30-Day Average Minimum
and the 48-Hr. Minimum under Parameter No. 22414 on the DMR for that reporting period in
accordance with Part [I1.D of this permit.

If more than one valid test for a species was performed during the reporting period, the test NGECs
will be averaged arithmetically and reported as the DAILY AVERAGE MINIMUM NOEC for that

reporting period.
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OTHER REQUIREMENTS (continued)

If more than one species is tested during the reporting period, the permittee shall report the Jlowest
30-Day Average Minimum NOEC and the lowest 48-Hr. Minimum NOEC for Whole Effluent

Lethality.

A valid test for each species must be reported on the DMR during each reperting period specified in -
PART I of this permit. Only ONE set of biomonitoring data for each species is to be recorded on

the DMR for each reporting period. The data submitted should reflect the LOWEST Survival

results for each species during the reporting period. All invalid tests, repeat tests (for invalid tests),
and retests (for tests previously failed) performed during the reporting period must be attached to the

DMR for LDEQ review.

The permiitee shall submit the results of the valid toxicity test on the DMR for that reparting period
in accordance with Part [II.D of this permit, as follows below. Submit retest information ciearly
marked as such with the following month's DMR. Only results of valid tests are to be reported on
the DMR. The permittee shall submit the Table I summary sheet with sach valid test.

i Pimephales promelas (Fathead minnow)

Al If the No Observed Effect Concentration (NOEC) for survival is less than the
critical dilution, enter a "1"; otherwise, enter a "G" for Parameter No, TEMS6C.

B. Report the NOEC value for survival, Parameter No. TOM6C.

ii. Daphpia pulex
A. If the NOEC for survivai is less than the critical dilution, enter a “1”; otherwise,

enter a “0” for Parameter No. TEM3D.
B. Report the NOEC value for survival, Parameter No. TOM3D.

The permittee shall submit the toxicity testing information contained in Table [ of this permit with
the DMR subsequent to each and every toxicity test reporiing period. The DMR and the summary
table should be sent to the address indicated in 4.a. The permitiee is not required to send the first
complete report nor summary tables to EPA. :
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TABLE 1
SUMMARY SHEET
Ceriodaphnia dubia SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST
PERMITTEE:
FACILITY SITE:
NPDES PERMIT NUMBER: WP PERMIT NUMBER.:
OUTFALL IDENTIFICATION:
OUTFALL SAMPLE IS FROM SINGLE MULTIPLE DISCHARGE
BIOMONITORING LABORATORY:
DILUTION WATER USED: RECEIVING WATER LAB WATER

CRITICAL DILUTION % DATE TEST INITIATED

I. LOW-FLOW NON-LETHALITY:
Is the mean number of young produced per female significantly less (p=0.05) than the control's number of

young per female for the low-flow or critical dilution? Ves no

2. LOW-FLOW LETHALITY:
Is the mean survival at 7 days significantly less (p=0.05) than the control survival at the low-flow or critical

dilution? yes no

3. Are the test results to be considersd valid? yes no
If X no(test invalid) , what reasons for invalidity?

4. 1s this a retest of a previous invalid test? ves no
[s this a retest of a previous test failure? yes no

5. Enter percent effluent corresponding to each NOEC (No Observed Effect Concentration) for Ceriodaphnia;

a.NOEC REPRODUCTION = %% effluent
b NOEC SURVIVAL = % effluent

PERCENT SURVIVAL-CERIODAPHNIA

TIMEOF* | PERCENT EFFLUENT
READING', .
] gy % % % % %
24.HOUR . ©
43-HOUR. .
o o
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. . TABLE 1
R SUMMARY SHEET
Pimphales promelas ("fathead minnow") SURVIVAL AND GROWTH TEST
PERMITTEE:
FACILITY SITE:
NPDES PERMIT NUMBER: WP PERMIT NUMBER:
OUTFALL IDENTIFICATION:

OUTFALL SAMPLEISFROM A ___ SINGLE ___ MULTIPLE DISCHARGE
BIOMONITORING LABORATORY:
DILUTION WATER USED: RECEIVING WATER __ _LAB WATER
CRITICAL DILUTION: % DATE TEST INITIATED
i. LOW-FLOW NON-LETHALITY:

Is the mean dry weight {growth) at 7 days significantly less (p=0.05) than the control's dry weight (growth) for the low~flow or
critical dilution?

Yes no
2. LOW-FLOW LETHALITY:
Is the mean survival at 7 days significantly less (p=0.05) than the contro] survival at the low-flow or critical difution? yes
1o

3. Are the test results to be considered valid? __yes no
If_X no (test invalid) , what reasons for invalidity?

4. Is this a retest of a previous invalid test? __yes  no
Is this a retest of a previous test failure? _yes_ no

;5. Enter percent effluent corresponding to each NOEC (No Observed Effect Concentratlon) for leep_hale
a.NOEC GROWTH= __ S effluent
b.NOEC SURVIVAL = % efﬂuent

PERCENT %GSURVP%AL/REHJCATES L Nﬂhﬂﬁ%ﬁSURNTVAL
EFFLUENT [T o FF o S ey Ty e

,;”fi 7DAY %"

0 %

Yo

%

%

Y

]
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PART i
STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR LPDES PERMITS

SECTION A. GENERAL CONDITIONS

1. Infreduction
in accordance with the provisions of LAC 33:(X.2701, et. seq., this permit incorporates either expressiy or by

reference ALL conditions and requirements applicable to Louistana Poliutant Discharge Elimination System
Permits (LPDES) set forth in the Louisiana Environmental Quality Act (LEQA), as amended, as well as ALL

applicable regulations.

2. Dulyto Comply

The permittee must compiy with all conditions of this permit. Any permit nencompliance constitules a violation of
the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Louisiana Environmental Quality Act and is grounds for enforcement action,
for permit termination, revocation and reissuance, or medification; or for deniat of a permit renewal application.

3. Penaliies for Violation of Permit Conditions
a. LA R. S. 30:2025 provides for civil penaliies for violations of these reguiations and the Louisiana

Envircnmental Quality Act. LA. R. 8. 30:2076.2 provides for criminal penalties for violation of any provisions of
the LPDES or any order or any permit condition or limitation issued under or implementing any provisions of
the LPDES program. {See Section E. Penalties for Violation of Permit Conditions for additionai detalls).

b. Any person may be assessed an administrative penalty by the State Administrative Authority under LA. R. S.
30:2025 for viclating a permit condition or limitation implementing any of the reguirements of the LPDES
. program in & permit issued under the regufations or the Louisiana Environmental Quality Act.

7. Toxic Pollutants
a. Other effluent fimitations and standards under Sections 301, 302, 303, 307, 318, and 405 of the Clean Water

Act. if any appficable toxic effluent standard or prohibition {including any schedule of compliance specified in
such effluent standard or prohipition) is promulgated under Section 307{a) of the Clean Water Act for a toxic
paliutant and that standard or prohibitien is more stringent than any limitation on the pollutant in this parmit, the
state administrative authority shall institute proceedings under these regulations to modify or revoke and
reissue the permit io conform io the toxic effluent standard or prohibition.

b. The permittee shall comply with effluent standards or prohibitions established under Section 307(a) of the
Clean Water Act for toxic pollutants and with standards for sewage sludge use or disposal established under
Section 405(d) of the Clean Water Act within the time provided in the regufations that estabiish these
standards or prohibitions, ar standards for sewage sludge use or disposal, even if the permit has not yet been
modified to incorporate the requirement.

5. Duty to Reapply

a. Individual Permiis. If the permiitee wishes to continue an activity regulated by this permit after the expiration
date of this permit, {he permiitee must apply for and obtain a new permit. The new application shait be
submitted at least 180 days before the expiration date of the existing permit, unless permission for a later date
has been granted by the state administrative suthority. {The state administrative authority shall not grant
permission for applications to be submiited later than the expiration date of the existing permit.) Continuation
of expiring permits shall be governed by regulations promulgated at LAC 33:1X.2321 and any subsequent

amenhgments.

b. General Permits. Generat permits expire five years after the effective date. Unless otherwise spacified in the
general permit, or notified by the Secretary or his designee, a permittee must submit an NOl/application for

. the permitied activity.

6. Permit Action
This parmit may be modified, revoked and reissued, or terminated for cause in accordance with LAC 33:(X.2903,

2805, 2907, 3105 and 6509. The causes may include, but are not limited to, the foliowing:
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a. Noncompliance by the permittee with any condition of the permit;

b. The permitiee’s faiiure in the application or during the permit issuance process to disclose fully all relevant
acts, or the permiitee’s misrepresentation of any relevant facts at any time;

c. A determination that the permitted activity endangers human health or the environment and can only be
regulated to acceptable lavels by permit modification or termination;

d. A change in any condition that requires either a temporary or a permanent reduction or elimination of any
discharge; or

e. Failure to pay applicable fees under the provisions of LAC 33: IX. Chapter 13;

f.  Change.of ownership or operaticnal contro!;

The filing of a request by the permittes for a permit modification, revocation and reissuance, or termination, or a
notification of planned changes or anticipated noncompliance does not stay any permit condition.

7. Property Rights
. This permit does not convey any property rights of any sort, or any exclusive privilege.

* 18, Duty to Provide Information
The permittee shall furnish io the state administrative authority, within a reasonable time, any information which the

state administrative authority may request to determine whether cause exists for modifying, reveking and reissuing,
or terminating this permit, or to determine compliance with this permit. The permittee shall also furnish to the state
administrative authority, upon request, copies of records required to be kept by this permit.

9. Criminal and Civi} Liability
Except as provided in permit conditions on "Bypassing” and "Upsets”, nathing in this permit shall be construed o
reliave tha permittea from civil or criminal penslties for noncompliance. Any falsa or matarially mislaading
representation or concealment of information required to be reported by the provisions of the permit, the Act, or
applicable regulations, which avoids or effectively defeats the requlatory purpose of the Permit may subject the

Permittee to criminal enfercement pursuant to La. R.S. 30:2025.

10. Oil and Hazardous Substance Liabiiity
Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude the institution of any legal action or refieve the permittes from
any responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties to which the permittee is or may be subject under Section 311 of the

Clean Water Act.

11 State Laws
Nothing in this permit shall be consirued to precluds the institution of any iegal action or relieve the permittee from

any responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties established pursuant io any applicable State law or reguiation under
authority preserved by Section 510 of the Clean Water Act.

12. Severability

If any provisicn of these rules and regulations, or the application thereof, is held o be invalid, the remaining
. provisions of these rules and regulations shall not be affected, so long as they can be given effect without the
invalid provision. To this end, the provisions of these rules and regulations are declared to be severable,

13. Dilution
A permifiee shall not achieve any effluent concentration by dilution unless specifically authorized in the permii. A
permiitee shall notincrease the use of process water or cooling water or otherwise attempt {o dilute a discharge as
a partizl or compiete substitute for adequate treatment to achieve permit limitations or water guality.
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SECTION B, PROPER OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

1. Need to Halt or Reduce not a Defense
it shall not be a defense for a permittee in an enforcement action that it would have been necessary {o hali or

reduce the permitted activity in order to mainiain compliance with the conditions of this permit.

2. Duty to Mitigate

The permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any discharge in violation of this permit which
has a reasonable likelihood of adversely affecting human health or the environment.

The permittee shail also take all reasonable steps to minimize or correct any adverse impact on the environment
resulting from noncompilianice with the permit, including such accelerated or additional monitoring as necessary {0

deiermine the nature and impact of the noncomplying discharge.

3. Proper Operation and Maintenance

The permittee shall at all times properly operate and maintain alf facilities and systems of freatment and contro

8.
. (and related appurtenances) which are installed ar used by the permittee to achieve compliance with the
conditions of this permit. Proper operation and maintenance also includes adequate labaratery controls and

appropriate quality assurance procedures. This provision requires the operation of back-up or auxiliary
facilities or similar sysiems which are installed by a permitiee only when the operation is necessary to achieve

compliance with the conditions of the permit.

b. The permitiee shall provide an adequate operating stafi which is duly qualified io carry out operation,
mainfenance and cther functions necessary to ensure compliance with the conditions of this permit.

4 Bypass of Treatment Facilities

a. Bypass. The intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of a treatment facility,

b.  Byvpass not exgeeding fimitations. The permittee may allow any bypass to ocour which does not cause effluent
limitations to be exceeded, but only if it also is for essential maintenance to assure efficient operation. These
bypasses are not subject to the provisions of Section B.4.c. and 4.4 of these standard conditions,

. Notice

{1) Anficipated bypass. [If the permittee knows in advance of the need for a bypass, it shall submit prior
natice to the Office of Environmental Servicas, Permits Division, if possible at least ten days befare the

date of the bypass.

{2) Unanticipated bypass. The permittee shall submit notice of an unanticipated bypass as required in LAC
33:(X.2701.L.6, (24-hour notice) and Section D.6.e. of these standard conditions,

d. Prohibition of bypass

S ) (1) Bypass is prohibited, and the state administrative authority may take enforcement action against a
permittee for bypass, uniess:

(@) Bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of [ife, parsonal injury, or severe property damage;

{b) There were no feasible alternatives o the bypass, such as the use of auxiliary treatment facilities,

retention of untreated wastes or mamtenance during nermal periods of equipment downtime. This
- tamnls nim anninment chrlld Bave bepn incizllad in the avar~ics ~F
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(c) The permitiee submitted notices as required by Section B.4.c of these standard cenditions.

(2) The state administrative authority may approve an anticipated bypass after considering its adverse
effects, if the state administrative autharity determines that it will meet the three conditions listed in
Seciion B.4.4(1) of these standard conditions.

Upset Conditions

a. Upset. Anexceptional incident in which there is unintentional and temporary noncompliance with technology
based permit effluent limitations because of factors beyond the reasonabie conirol of the permitiee, Anupset
does not include nancompliance to the extent caused by operational error, improperly designed treatment

* facilities, inadequate treatment facilities, lack of preventive maintenance, or careless or improper operation.

b. Effect of an upset. An upset constitutes an affirmative defense to an action brought for noncempliance with
such technology-based permit effluent limitations if the requirements of Section B.5.c. are met. No
determination made during administrative review of claims that noncompliance was caused by upset, and
before an action for noncompliance, is final administrative action subject to judicial review.

¢. Conditions necessary for a demonsiration of upsei. A permittee whe wishes fo establish the affirmative
defense of upset shall demanstrate, through properly signed, contemporaneous operating logs, or other
relevant evidence that: '

(1} An upset occurred and that the permittee can identify the cause(s} of the upset;

(2) The permitted facility was at the time being properly operated; and

(3) The permities submitted noiice of the upset as required by LAC 33:1X.2701.L.6.b.il. and Section D.6.&.(2)
of these standard conditions; and

{4} The permittee complied with any remedial measures required by Section B.2 of these standard
canditions.

d. Burden of proof. In any enforcement proceeding, the permittee seeking to establish the occurrence of an
upset has the burdan of proof. :

Removed Substances
Solids, sewage siudges, filter backwash, or other poilutants removed in the course of treatment or wastewater

control shall be properly dispoesed of in a manner such as to prevent any pollutant from such materials from
entering waters of the state and in accordance with environmeantal regulations.

Percent Remaval

For publicly owned treatment works, the 30-day average percent removal for Biochemical Oxygen Demand and
Total Suspended Solids shalf not be less than 85 percent in accordance with LAC 33:1X.5905.A.3. and B.3.
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SECTION C._MONITORING AND RECORDS

1,

Inspection and Entry
The permittee shall allow the state administrative authority, or an authorized representative (including an

authorized contractor acting as a representative of the Administrator), upon the presentation of credentials and
other deccuments as may be required by the law to:

a. Enter upon the permittee's premises where a regulated facility or activity is located or conducted, or where
recards must be kept under the conditions of this permit.

Enter upon the permitiee's premises where a discharge source is or might be located or in which monitoring
equipment or records required by a permit are kept for inspection or sampling purposes. Most inspections will
be unannounced and shouid be allowed to bagin immediately, but in no case shali begin more than thirty (30}
minutes after the time the inspector presents his/her credentials and announces the purpose(s) of {he
inspection. Delay in excess of thirty (30) minutes shall constitute & violation of this permit. However, additional
time can be granted if the inspector or the Administrative Authority determines that the circurnstances warrant

such action; and

b. Have access {0 and copy, at reasonable times, any records that the department or its authorized
representative determinas are necessary for {he enforcement of this permit. For records maintained in either
a central or private office that is open only during normal office hours and is closed at the time of inspection,
the records shall be made available as soon as the office is open, but in no case later than the close of

business the next working day;

¢. Inspectat reascnable timeas any facilities, equipment (including monitoring and control equipment), practices,
or operations regulaied or required under this permit; and

d. Sample or monitor at reasonable times, for the purposes of assuring permit compliance or as otherwise
authorized by the Clean Waler Act or the Louisiana Envirenmental Quality Act, any substances ar parameters

at any location.

e. Sample Coleciion

(1) When the inspector announces that samples will be coliected, ihe permittee will be given an additional
thirty (30) minuies to prepare containers in order to collect duplicates. 'f the permittee cannot obtain 2nd
prepare sample containers within this time, he is considerad to have waived his right to collect duplicate
samples and the sampling will proceed immediately. Further delay on the part of the permittee in aliowing
initiation of the sampling will constitute a viclation of this permit.

(2) Atthe discration of the administrative authority, sample collection shall proceed immediately (without the
additional 30 minutes descriped in Section C.1.2. above) and the inspector shall supply the permittee with

a duplicate sample.

f.  ltshall be the responsibility of the permitiee to ensure that a facility representative familiar with provisions of its
wastewater discharge permit, including any other conditions or fimitations, be available either by phone orin
person at the facility during alt hours of operation. The absence of such personnel on-site who are familiar with
the permit shall not be grounds for delaying the initiation of an inspection except in situations as described in
Section C.1.b. of these standard conditions. The permittee shail be responsible for providing
witnesses/escorts during inspections. Inspectors shall abide by all company safety rules and shall be
equipped with standard safety equipment (hard hat, safety shoes, safety glasses) normally required by

industrial facilities.
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g. Upon written request copies of field notes, drawings, etc., taken by department personnel during an inspection
shall be provided to the permites after the final inspection repert has been completed.

2. Representative Sampling
Samples and measurements taken for the purpose of monitoring shall be representative of the manitored activity.

All samples shall be taken at the outfall location(s) indicated in the permit. The state administrative authority shall
be notified prior to any changes in the outfall location(s). Any changes in the outfall location(s) will be subject to
modification, revocation and reissuance in accordance with LAC 33:1X.2503.

3. Retention of Records
Except for records of monitoring information required by this permit related to the permittee’s sewage sludge use

and disposal activities, which shall be retained for a period of at least five years (or longer as required by 46 CFR
503), the permittee shall ratain records of all monitoring information, including all calibration and maintenance
records and all original strip chart recordings for continuous monitoring instrumentation, copies of all reports
required by this permit, and records of all data used to complete the application for this permit, for a period of at
least 3 years from the date of the sample, measurement, report, or application. This period may be extended by

request of the state administrative authority at any time.

4. Record Conienis
Records of monitoring information shall include:

The date, exact place, and time cf sampling or measurements;
The individuai{s} who performed the sampling or measurements,
The date(s) analyses were perdormed;

Thea time(s) analyses weare begun and ended

The individual(s) who performed the anzlyses;

The analytical techniques or msthods used;

The results of such analyses; and

The resulits of all quality control procedures.

s
o o (v S L ¢ B o O B e 4

5. Monitoring Procedures
a. Monitoring results must be conducted according to test procedures approved under 40 CFR Part 136 {See
LAC 33:0X.4901} or, in the case of sludge use or disposal, approved under 40 CFR part 136 {See LAC
33:0X.4901) unless otherwise specified in 40 CFR part 503, unless other test procedures have been specified
in this permit. This includes procedures contained in the latest EPA approved edition of the fallowing

publications:

(1) "Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Waste Water". This publication is available from the
American Public Health Association, Publication Sales, P. O. Box 753, Waldorf, MD 20604-0573, Phone

number {301) B93-1894, Fax number (301) 843-0189.

{2) “Annusl Book of Standards, Vols 1101-1103, Water I, Water |l, and Atmospheric Analysis®, This
publication is available from the American Society for Testing Materials, 100 Barr Harbar Drive, West
Conshohocken, PA 18428-2958, Fhone number (610} 832-9500.

(3) “Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water and Wastes, Revised, March 1983," U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Analytical Quality Control Laboratory, Cincinnati, Ohio. This publication is available from
the MNational Technical Information Service (NTIS}, Springfield, VA 22161, Phone number (800} 553-6847.
Order by NTIS publication number PB-84-128677."

b. The permitiee shalf calibrate and perform maintenance procedures on all monitoring and analytical instruments
. , at intervals frequent enough fo insure accuracy of measurements and shall maintain appropriate records of

~ } such activities.
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c. An adequate analytical quality cantral program, including the analyses of sufficient standards, spikes, and
dupticate samples to insure the accuracy of all required analytical results shall be maintained by the permitiee
or designated commercial laboratory. General sampling protocol shall follow guidelines established in the
‘Handbook for Sampling and Sample Preservation of Water and Wastewater, 1982" U.5. Environmental
Protection Agency. This publication is available from the National Technical Information Service (NTIS),
Springfield, VA 22161, Phone naumber (800) 553-6847. Order by NTIS publication number PB-83-124503.
General laboratory precedurss including glassware cleaning, ete. can be found in the "Handbook for Analytical
Quality Conirol in Water and Wastewater Laboratories, 1979, U.3. Environmental Profection Agency,
Environmenta} Monitoring and Support Laboratory. This publication is avaifable from the Environmental
Profection Agency, Phone number (513) 569-7562. Order by EPA publication number EFA-600/4-79-018.

8. Flow Measurements
Appropriate flow measurement devices and methods consistent with accepted scientific practices shalt be selected

and used o ensure the accuracy and reliability of measurements of the volume of monitored discharges. The
devices shall be installed, calibrated, and maintained to insure that the accuracy of the measurements are
consistent with the accepted capability of that type of device. Devices selected shall be capable of measuring
flows with & maximum deviation of less than 10% from true discharge rates throughout the range of expected
discharge volumes. Guidance in selectian, instaliation, calibration and operation of acceptable flow measurement

devices can be obtained from the following references:

a. "A Guide to Methods and Standards for the Measurement of Water Flow, 1975," U.S. Department of
Commerce, Nationa! Bureau of Standards. This publication is available from the National Technical
information Service (NTIS), Springfield, VA 22161, Phone number (800} 553-6847. Order by NTIS publication

. nimber COM-75-10883.

g
! b. "Flow Measurement in Open Channels and Ciosed Conduits, Volumes 1 and 2,” U.S. Depariment of
Commerce, National Bureau of Standards. This publication is available from the National Technical Service
(NTIS), Springfield, VA, 22161, Phone number (800) 553-8847. Order by NTIS publication number PB-273

535,

c. “NPDES Compliance Flow Measurement Manual,” U.5. Environmenta! Protection Agency, Office of Water
Enforcement. This publication (s available from the Nationai Technical (nformation Service (NTIS), Springfield,
VA 22161, Phone number (800) 553-6847. Order by NTIS publication number PB-82-131178.

7. Prohihition for Tampering: Penalties
a. LA R.5, 30:2025 provides for punishment of any persen who falsifies, tampers with, or knowingly renders

inaccurate any monitoring device or method required to be maintained under this permit.

b. LA R.S. 30:2076.2 provides for penalties for any person who knowingly makes any false statement,
representation, or certification in any record or other document submitted or required to be maintained under this
permit, including monitoring reports or reports of compliance or non compliance.

8. Additional Monitoring by the Permittes
If the Permittee monitors any pollutant more freguently than required by the permii using test procedures approved

under 40 CFR Part 136 (See LAC 33:1X.4801) or, in the case of sludge use and disposal, approved under 40 CFR
part 136 (See LAC 33:1X.4901) unless otherwise specified in 40 CFR part 503, or as specified in the permit, the
resuits of this monitoring shall be included in the calculation and reporting of the data submitted in the DMR or

sludge reporting form specified by the state administrative authority.

Ceiculations for all iimitations which reguire averaging of measurements shall ulilize an arithmetic mean unless

. 9. Averaging of Measurements
N ) otherwise specified by the siate administrative authority in the permit.
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10, Laboratory Accreditation

a. LAC 33:1.Subpart 3, Chapters 45-53 provide requirements for an accreditation program specifically applicable
to commercial laboratories, wherever [ocated, that provide chemical analyses, anaiytical results, or other test
data to the department, by contract or by agreement, and the data is:

(1} Submitted on behalf of any facilily, as defined in R.5.30:2004,

(2) Required as part of any permit application;

{3} Required by order of the depariment;

(4) Regquired to be included on any monitoring reports submitted to the depariment;

(5) Regquired to be submitted by coniractor
(6) Otherwise required by department regulations.

b. The department laboratory accreditation program is designed to ensure the accuracy, precision, and reliability
of the data generated, as well as the use of department-approved meihodologies in generation of that data.

Laboratory data generated by commercial environmental laboratories that are not accredited under these
regulations will not be accepted by the department. Retesting of analysis will be required by an accredited

commercial laboratory,

Where retesting of effluent is not poss:ble (i.e. data reporied on DMRSs for prior month's samplmg) the data
generated will be considered invalid and in violation of the LPDES permit.

c. Regulations on the Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program and a list of labs that have applied for
accreditation, are available on the department website located at:

. http:/fiwww.deq.state.la.us/laboratoryfindex.htm.

Questions concerning the program may be directed to (225) 765-0582.

W
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' SECTION D. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

1.

2.

Facility Changes

The permittee shall give notice to the state administrative authority as soon as possible of any planned physical
alterations or additions to the permitted facility. Notice is required only when;

a. The alteration or addition to a permitied facility may meet one of the criteria for determining whether a
facility is @ new source in 40 CFR 122.29(b); or

b. The alteration or addition could significantly change the nature or increase the quantity of poliutants
discharged. This notification applies to pollutants which are subject neither {o effluent {imitations in the

permit, nor to notification requirements under LAC 33:1X.2703.A.1.

c.  For Municipal Permits. Any new introduction of pollutants into the POTW from an indirect discharger
which would be subject to Section 301, or 306 of the CWA if it were directly discharging those pollutants;
and any substantial change in the volume or character of pollutants being introduced into that POTW by a
source introducing pollutants into the POTW at the time of issuance of the permit. [n no case are any
new connections, increased flows, or significant changes in influgnt quality permitied that will cause
violation of the effluent limitations specified herein.

Anticipated Noncompliance
The permittee shall give advance notice to the state administrative authority of any planned changes in the

permitted facility or activity which may result in noncompliance with permit requirements.

Transfers
This permit is not transferable to any person except afier notice to the state administrative authority. The state

administrative authority may require modification or revocation and reissuance of the permit to change the name of
the permittee and incorporate such other reguirements as may ba necessary under the Clean Water Act or the
Louisiana Environmental Quality Act. (See LAC 33:1X.2801; in some cases, modification or revocation and

reissuance is mandstory.)

a. Transfers by modification. Except as provided in LAC 33: 1X.2001.B, a permit may be transferred by the
permittee to a new owner or operator only if the permit has been maodified or revaked and reissued (under LAC
33:1X.2803. A.2.h), or a minor modification made (under LAC 33:1X.2805) to identify the new permittee and
incorporate such other requirements as may be necessary under the Clean Water Act and the Louisiana

Environmenial Quality Act.

b. Automatic transfers. As an alternative to transfers under LAC 331X.2901.A, any LPDES permit may be
automatically transferred to a new permiitee if;

(1) The current permittee notifies the state administrative authorily at least 30 days in advance of the
proposed transfer date in Section D.3.b.(2) below,

(2) The notice inciudes a written agresment between the existing and new permittees containing a specific
date for transfer of permit responsibility, coverage, and liability between them;

(3) The stete administrative authority does not notify the existing permittee and the proposed new permittee
of his or her intent to modify or revoke and reissue the permit. A modification under this subsection may
also be a minor medification under LAC 33:1X.2905. If this notice is not received, the transfer is effective
on the date specified in the agreement mentioned in Section D.3.b.{2) of these standard conditions.
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4. Monitoring Reports o ' »
Monitoring resuits shall be reported at the intervals and in the form specified in Part | or Part )i of this permit,

The permiitee shail submit properly completed Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs) on the form specified in the
permit. Preprinted DMRs are provided to majors/92-500's ana other designated facilities. Please contact the
Permit Compliance Unit concerning preprints.  Self-generated DMRs must be pre-approved by the Permit
Compliance Unit prior to submittal. Self-generated DMRs are approved on an individual basis. Requests for

approval of self-generated DMRs should be subriited io:

Supervisor, Permit Compliance Unit
Office of Environmental Compliance
Past Office Box 4312

Baton Rouge, LA 70821-4312

Copies of blank DMR templates, plus instructions for completing them, and EPA's LPDES Raporting Handbook
are available af the department website located at:

http:ffwww.deq.state la. usfenforcement/index. htm

5. Compliance Schedules
Reports of compiiance or noncompliance with, or any progress reports on, interim and final requirements
contained in any compliance schedule of this permit shall be submitted no later than 14 days foliowing each

schedule date.

. 8. Requirements for Notificaticn
-

a. Emergency Notification
As required by LAC 33..3915, in the event of an unauthorized discharge that does cause an emergency

condition, the discharger shall notify the hotline (DPS 24-hour Louisiana Emergency Hazardous Materials
Hotline) by telephone at {225) 925-6585 {collect calls accepted 24 hours a day) immediately (a reasonable
period of time after taking prompt measures to determine the nature, guantity, and potential off-site impact of a
release, considering the exigency of the circumstances), butin no case later than one hour after learning of the
discharge. { An emergency condition is any condition which could reasanably be expected to endanger the
health and safety of the public, cause significant adverse impact to the {and, water, or air environment, or
cause severe damage to property.) Notification required by this section will be made regardless of the armount
of discharge. Verbal Netification Procedures are listed in Section D.6.c. of these standard conditions.

Awritien report shail be provided within seven calendar days after the telephone notification. The report shall
contzin the information listed in Section D.6.d. of these standard conditions and any additional information in

LAC 33:1.3925.B.

b. Prompt Notification

As required by LAC 33:1.3817, in the event of an unautherized discharge which exceeds reportable quantity
specified in LAC 33:1.Subchapter E, but does not cause an emergency condition, the discharger shall notify the
Office of Environmental Compliznce by e-mail utilizing the Incident Report Form and procedures found at
www.deq, staie.la. us/survelliance or by telephone within 24 hours after learning of the discharge. Otherwise,
verbal notification shauld be made to the Office of Environmental Compliance at (225) 219-3640 during office
hours or (225) 342-1234 after hours, weekends, and hoelidays.



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36293850, Page 79 of 476

. (REV. 3/15/04} LAQDS6227/A19340 | PAGE 11 OF PART il

o,

P

c.

d.

Information for Verbal Notifications. The following guidelines will be utilized as appropriate, based on the
conditions and circumstances surrounding any unauthorized discharge, o provide refevant information
regarding the nature of the discharge:

(1) name of person making the notification and telephone number where any return calls from response
agencies can be placed,

(2} name and location of facility or site where the unauthorized discharge is imminent ar has occurred using

cormnmon landmarks. |n the event of an incident involving transpori, include the name and address of
transporter and generator;

(3) date and time the incident began and ended, or estimated time of continuation if discharge is continuing,

(4) extentof any injuries and identification of any known personnel hazards which response agencies may
face,

(5) common or scientific chemical name, U.S. Department of Transportation hazard classification, and best
estimate of amounts of any and all discharged pollutants;

(6) brief description of the incident sufficient ta allow response agencies to formulate level and extent of
response activity. '

Written Noiification Procedures. Written reporis for any unauthorized discharge that requires verbal notification
under Section D.6.a. or 6.b., or that requires written notification under LAC 33:1.3925, will be submitted by the
discharger to the depantment in accordance with this sectian within seven calendar days after the telephone
notification. Written notification reports will include, but are not limited to, the following information:

(1) , name of person, company, or other party who is filing the written report,

(2) time and date of verbal notification, name of person making the nofification, and identification of the site
or facility, vessel, transport vehicle, or storage area from which the unauthorized discharge occurred;

(3} date(s), time(s), and duration of the unauthorized discharge and, if not corrected, the anticipated time it is
expected to continue,

(4) details of the circumstances and events leading to any emergancy condition, including incidents of loss of
sources of radiation; :

{5) common or scientific chemical name, the CAS number, U.S. Department of Transportation hazard
classification, and best estimate of amounts of any and all discharge poliutants, including methodology for
caloulations and estimates;

(6) statement of actual or probable fate or disposition of the poliutant or source of radiation;

{7y remedial actions taken, or to be taken, to stop unauthorized discharges or to recover poliutants or
sources of radiation.

Please see LAC 33:1.3925.B for additional written notification procedures.
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e. Twenty-four Hour Reporting. The permitiee shall report any noncompliance which may endanger human health
or the environment, Any information shall be provided orally within 24 hours from the time the permittee
becomes aware of the circumstances. A written submission shall also be provided within five days of the time
the permittee becomes aware of the circumstances. The written submission shall contain a description of the
noncompliance and iis cause; the period of noncompliance, including exact dates and fimes, and if the
noncompliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is expected to continue; and; steps taken or
planned to reduce, eliminate, and prevent recurrence of the noncompliance. The following shall be included as

information which must be reported within 24hours:

(1) Any unanticipated -bypass which exceeds any effluent limitation in the permit (see LAC
33IK.2701.M.3.8.), :

(2) Any upset which exceeds any effluent limitation in the permit;

(3) Violation of a maximum daily discharge limitation for any of the pollutants listed by the state administrative
authority in Part it of the permit {o be reported within 24 hours (LAC 33:1X.2707.G.).

7. Other Noncomeliance
The permittee shall report all instances of noncompliance not reported under Section D.4., 5., and 6., at the fime

monitoring reports are submitted. The reports shall contain the information listed in Section D.6.e.

8. Other Information
Where the permittee becomes aware that it failed to submit any relevant facts in a permit appiication, or submitted

n incorrect information In a permit application or in any report to the state administrative authority, it shall promptly
. ~ submit such facts or information.
.

“ 8, Discharges of Toxic Substances
in addition to the reporting reguirements under Section D.1-8, all existing manufacturing, commercial, mining, and
silviculiural dischargers must notify the Office of Environmental Services, Permits Division as soon as they know or

have reason io belisve:

a. Thatany activity has occurred or will occur which would result in the discharge, on a routine or frequent basis,
of any toxic poilutant:

i. flisted at LAC 33:1X.7107, Tables {l and lil {(excluding Total Phenols) which is not limited in the permit, if
that discharge will exceed the highest of the following notification levels:

(1} One hundred micrograms per fiter (100 pg/L);,
(2) Two hundred micrograms per liter (200 pg/L) for acrolein and acrylonitrile; five hundred micro-grams

per liter (500 pg/L) for 2,4 -dinitro-phenol and for 2-mathyl-4,6-dinitrophenal; and ane milligram per

liter (1 mg/L) for antimony;
{3} Five {5)times the maximum concentration value reporied for that pollutant in the permit application in

accordance with LAC33:1X.2501.G.7; or
{4) The level established by the state administrative authority in accordance with LAC 33:1X.2707.F . or

ii.  which exceeds the reportable quantity levels for pollutanis at LAC 33:1. Subchapter E.

b. That any activity has occurred or will occur which would result in any discharge, on a non-reutine or infrequent
basis, of a toxic pollutant:

i. listed at LAC 33:1X.7107, Tables li and i {excluding Total Phenols) which is not fimited in the permit, if
. ) that discharge will exceed the highest of the following "notification levels":

o {1) Five hundrad micrograms per liter (500 pg/l);
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{2) One milligram per fiter (1 mg/L) for antimony;
(3) Ten (10} times the maximum concentration value reported for that po[lutant in the permit application

in accordance with LAC 33:1X.2501.G.7; or
{4} The level established by the siate administrative authority In accordance with LAC 33:1X.2707.F ; or-
ii.  which exceeds the reportable quantily levels for pollutants at LAC 33:1. Subchapter E.

10. Slqnatorv Requirements
All applications, reports, or information submitted to the state administrative authority shall be stgned and certffied,

a. All parmit applications shall be signed as follows:

(1) For a corporation - by a responsible corporate officer. For the purpose of this section, a responsible
corporate officer means:

{a) A president, secretary, treasurer, or vice-president of the corporation in charge of a principal business
function, or any other person who performs similar policy or decision making functions for the

carporation; or,

(b} The manager of one or more manufacturing, production, or operating facilities, provided: the manager
is authorized to make management decisions that govern the operation of the regufated facility,
including having the explicit or implicit duty of making major capital investment recommendations and
initiating and directing other comprehensive measures to ensure long term environmental compliance
with environmental laws and regulations; the manager ¢can ensure that the necessary systems are
established or actions taken to gather complete and accurate information for permit application
requirements; and the authority to sign documents has been assigned or delegated to the managerin

accordance with corporate procedures.

NOTE: DEQ does not require specific assignments or delegations of autherity to responsible corperate officers
identified in Section D.10.a.(1){a). The agency will presume that these responsible corporaie officers have the
requisite authority to sign permit applications unless the corporation has notified the state administrative
authority to the contrary. Carporate pracedures governing authority ta sign permit applications may provide for
assignment or delegation to applicable corporate positions under Section D.10.a.{1)(b}. rather than to specific

individuals.
{(2) For a parinership or sole proprietorship - by a general partner or the proprietor, respectively; or

(3) Fora municipality, state, federal, or other public agancy - by either a principal executive officer or ranking
elected official. For purposes of this section, a principal executive officer of a federal agency includes:

{a) The chief executive officer of the agency, or
{b} A senior executive officer having responsibility for the overall operations of a principal geographic unit

of the agency {e.g., Regional Administrators of EPA).

b. All reports required by permits and other information requested by the state administrative autherity shall be
signed by a person described in Section D.10.a., or by a duly authorized representative of that person. A

person is a duly authorized representative only if:

(1) The auwthorization is made in writing by a person described in Section D.10.a. of these siandard
conditions;

(2) The autharization specifies either an individual or a positicn having responsibility for the overall operation
of the regulated facility or activity such as the position of plant manager, operator of a well or a walf field,
superintendent, position of eguivalent rasponsibility, or an individual or position having overail
responsibiiity for environmental matters for the company, {a duly avthorized representative may thus be
either a named individual or an individual occupying a named positicn; and,

(3) The written authorization is submitied to the state administrative authority,
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¢. Changes to authorization. If an authorization under Section D.10.b. is no ionger accurate because a different
individua! or position has responsibifity for the averall operation of the facility, a new autharization satisfying the
requirements of Section D.10.b. must be submitied to {he state adminisirative auihority prior fo or together with
any reports, information, or applications to be signed by an authorized representative.

d. Cerification. Any person signing a document under Section D.10. a. or b. above, shall make the following
cenification:

"1 ceriify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were preparad under my direction or
supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and
evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inguiry of the person or persons who manage the system, or
those persons directly respansible for gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of my
knowizdge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. | am aware that there are significant penaliies for
submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knewing viclations."

11. Avaiiability of Reports
All recorded information (completed permit application forms, fact sheets, draft permits, or any public document)

not classified as confidential information under R.S. 30:2030(A) and 30:2074(D} and designated as such in
accordance with these regulations (LAC 33:1X 2323 and LAC 33:1X.6503) shall be made available to the public for
inspection and copying during normal working hours in accordance with the Public Records Act, R.S. 44:17 et seq.

Ciaims of confidentiality for the following will be denied:
a. The name and address of any permit applicant or permittee;
b. Parmit applications, permits, and effluent data.
. ‘ ¢. Information required by LPDES application forms provided by the state administrative authority under LAG
- 32:1X.2501 may not be claimed confidential. This includes information submitted on the forms themselves and

;

any attachments used to supply information reqguirad by the forms.



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36293850, Page 83 of 476

. REV. 3/15/04) LADOE6227/A19340 PAGE 15 OF PART Il
Y :

“SECTION E. PENALTIES FOR VICLATIONS OF PERMIT CONDITION

1. Criminal

a. Negligent Violations
The Louisiana Revised Statutes LA, R. 8. 30:2076.2 provides that any person who negligently violates any
provision of the LPDES, or any order issued by the secretary under the LFDES, or any permit condition or
fimitation implementing any such provision in a permit issued under the LPDES by the secratary, or any
requirement imposed in a pretreatment program approved under the LPDES is subject to a fine of not less
than $2 500 nor more than $25,000 par day of viclation, or by imprisonment for not more than 1 year, or both.
If a conviction of a person is for a violation committed after a first conviction of such person, he shall be subject
to a fine of not mare than $50,000 per day of viciation, or imprisonment of not more than two years, or both.

b. Knowing Violations
The Louisiana Revised Statutes LA. R. S. 30:2076.2 provides that any person who Knowingly viclates any

provision of the LPDES, or any permit condition or fimitation implementing any such provisions in a permit
issued under the LPDES, or any requirement impased in & pretreatment program approved under the LPDES
is subject to a fine of not less than $5,000 nor more than $50,000 per day of violation, or imprisonment for not
more than 3 years, or both. If a conviction of a persen is for a violation committed after a first conviction of
such person, he shail be subject to a fine of not more than $100,000 per day of violation, or imprisonment of

not mare than six years, or beth.

c. Knowing Endangarment
The Louisianz Revised Statutes LA, R. 5. 30:2076.2 provides that any person who knowingly violates any

provision of the LPDES, or any order issued by the secretary undar the LPOES, or any permit condition or

. limitation implementing any of such provisions in a permit issued under the LPDES by the secretary, and who
- knows at that time that he thereby places another person in imminent danger of death or serious bodily injury,

shall, upon convictian, be subject to a fine of not more than $250,000, or by imprisonmeant for hot more than 15

years, or both. A person which is an organization shall, upon conviciion of violating this Paragraph, be subject

{0 a fine of not more than one million dollars. ff a conviction of a person is for a violation committed after a first

conviction of such person under this Paragraph, the maximum punishment shall be doubled with respect o

both fine and imprisonment.

d. False Staiements
The Louisiana Revised Statutes L A. R. 8. 30:2078.2 provides that any person who knowingly makes any false

matenal staternent, representation, or ceriification in any application, record, repert, plan, or other document
filed or required to be maintained undar the LPDES or who knowingly faisifies, tampers with, or renders
inaccurate; any monitoring device or method reguired to be maintained under the LPDES, shall, upon
conviction, be subject to a fine of not more than $10,000, or imprisonment for not more than 2 years, or both.
If a conviction of a person is for a violation committed after a first conviction of such person under this
Subsection, he shall be subject to a fine of not more than $20,000 per day of violation, or imprisonment of not

more than 4 yaars, or bath.

2. Civil Penaities
The Louisiana Revised Statutes LA, R. 8, 30:2025 provides that any person found to be in violation of any

requirement of this Subtitle may be liable for a civil penalty, to be assessed by the secretary, an assistant
secretary, or the court, of not more than the cost to the state of any response action made necessary by such
violatien which is not voluntarily paid by the violator, and a penalty of not more than $27,500 for each day of
violation. However, when any such viofation is done intentionally, willfuily, or knowingly, or results in a discharge or
disposal which causes irreparable or severe damage to the environment ot If the substance discharged is one
which endangers human life or health, such person may be liable for an additional penalty of not more than one

miltion dollars.

- __.) (PLEASE NOTE: These penalties are listed in their entirety in Subfitie il of Title 30 of the Louisiana Revised Statuies.)
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'SECTION F. DEFINITIONS

Al definitions contained in Section 502 of the Clean Water Act shall apply to this permit and are incorporated herein by
reference. Unless otherwise specified in this parmit, additional definitions of words or phrases used in this permit are

as follows:

1. "Clean Water Act" (CWA) means the Clean Water Act (formerly referred to as the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act or the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendmenis of 1972) Pub.L.92-500, as amended by Pub.L. 95-
217, Pub.L. 95-578, Pub.L. 96-483 and Pub L. 97-117, 33 U.5.C. 1251 et seq.).

2. "Accreditation® means the formal recognition by the department of a laboratory's competence wherein specific
tests or types of tesis can be accurately and successfully performed in compliance with all minimum reguirements
.set forth in the regulations regarding iaboratory accreditation.

3. "Administrator” means the Administrator of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, or an authorized
reprasentative. :

4. "Applicable effluent standards and limitations" means all state and Federal effluent standards and limitations to
which a discharge is subject under the Clean Water Act, including, bui not limited fo, effluent limitations, standards
or performance, toxic effluent standards and prohibitions, and prefreatment standards.

5. "Applicable water quality standards" means all water guality standards to which a discharge is subject under the
Clean Water Act.

6. "Bypass" means the intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of a treatment facility.

17, "Commercial {.aboratory” means any laboratory that performs analyses or tests for third parties for a fee or oiher
compensation, except those commercial laboratories accradited by the Department of Health and Hospitals in

accardance with R.5.48:1001 et seq.

8. "Daily Discharge” means the discharge of a poflutant measured during a calendar day or any 24-hour period that
reasanably represents the calendar day for purposes of sampling. For pollutants with limitations expressed in
terms of mass, the daily discharge is calculated as the total mass of the polluiant discharged over the sampling
day. For poliutants with limitations expressed in other units of measurement, the daily discharge is calcuiated as
the average measuremeant of the pollutant over the sampling day. Daily discharge determination of concentration
made using a composite sample shall be the concentration of the composite sample. When grab samples are
used, the daily discharge determination of concentration shall be arithmetic average (weighied by flow valug) of ali

samples collected during that sampfing day.
9. "Dajly Maximum" discharge (imitation means the highest allowable "daily discharge” during the cafendar month.

10. "Director” means the U.5. Environmental Protection Agency Regional Administrator or an authorized
representative.

11. "Environmental Protection Agency” means the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

12. "Grab sample" means an individual sample collected in fess than 15 minutas.

13. "Industrial user" means a nondomestic discharger, as identified in 40 CFR 403, introducing poliutants to a publicly
owned treatment works.

14. "LEQA" means ithe Louisiana Environmental Quality Act.
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15. “Louisiana Poliutant Discharge Efimination System (LPDESY" means those portions of the Louisiana Environmental

Quality Act and the Louisiana Water Contral Law and all reguiations promulgated under their authority which are
desmed equivalent to the National Pellutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) under the Clean Water Actin
accordance with Section 402 of the Clean Water Act and all applicable federat regulations.

16. "Monthly Average” (also known as Daily Average), other than for fecal coliform bacteria, discharge limitations
means the highest allowable average of "daily discharge(s)" over a calendar month, calculated as the sum of all
"daily discharge(s)" measured during a calendar month divided by the number of "daily discharge(s)" measured
during that month. When the permit establishes manthly average concentration effluent limitations or conditions,
and flow is measured as a continuous record, tha monthly average concentration means the arithmetic average
(weighted by flow} of all "daily discharge(s)" of concentration determined during the calendar month where C =
daily discharge conceniration, F = daily fiow and n = number of daily samples; monthly average discharge =

CiFy+ CoFp+ ..+ CiFy
Fyt+Fat .. +Fy

The monthly average for fecal coliform bacteria is the geometric mean of the values for ail effluent samples
coltected during a calendar month.

17. "Nationai Pollutant Discharge Elimination System” means the national program for issuing, modifying, revoking and
reissuing, terminating, menitoring and enforcing permits, and imposing and enforcing pretreatment reguirements,
under Sections 307, 318, 402, and 405 of the Clean Waier Act,

which causes them to become inoperable, or substantial and permanent loss of natural resources which can
= reasonably be expecied to oceur in the absence of a bypass. Severe property damage does not mean economic
loss caused by delays in production.

. 18. "Severe_property damage” means subsiantial physical damage to property, damage to the treatment facilities

19. "Sewage sludga" means the solids, residues, and precipitaies separated from or created in sewage by the unit
processes of a publicly owned treatment works., Sewage as used in this definition means any wastes, including
wastes from humans, households, commercial establishments, industifes, and storm water runoff, that are

discharged to or otherwise enter a publlcly owned treatment works.

20. "Treatment works" means any devices and systems used in the storage, treatment, recycling and reclamation of
municipal sewage and industrial wastes of a liquid natura to implement Section 201 of the Clean Water Act, ar
necessary o recycle or reuse waier at the most economical cost aver the esiimated life of the works, including
intercepting sewers, sewage collection systems, pumping, power and other equipment, and their appurtenances,
extension, improvement, remodeling, additions, and alterations thereof.

21. "Upset" means an exceptional incident in which there is unintentional and iemporary noncompliance with
technology-based permit effiuent fimitations because of factors beyond the reasonable controf of the permittee. An
upset does not include noncompliance o the extent caused by cperational error, improperiy desigred treatment
facifities, inadequate treatment facilities, lack of preventive maintenance, or careless or improper operation.

22. For fecal coiiform hacteria, a sample cansists of one effiuent grab poriion coliected during a 24-hour period at peak
loads. '

23. The term "MGD" shall mean million gallons per day.

24. The term "ma/L" shallt mean milligrams per liter or parts per million (ppm).

S

‘ )25. The term "ug/L" shall mean micrograms per liter or parts per billion (ppb).
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26, "Weekly average”, other than for fecal coliform bacteria, is the highest allowable arithmetic mean of the daily
discharges over a calendar week, calculated as the sum of all daily discharges measured during a calendar week
divided by the number of daily discharges measured during that week. The weekly average for fecal cohform
bacteria is the geometric mean of the daily discharges over a calendar week.

27. "2-hour composiie sample” consists of 12 effluent portions collected no closer together than one hour and
composited according to fiow. The aaily sampling intervals shall include the highest flow periods.

28. "6-hour composite sample™ consists of six efluent portions collected no closer tagether than one hour (with the first
portion collected no earlier than 10:00 a.m.) and composited according to flow.

29, "3-naur composite samplg” consists of three effluent portions collected no closer together than one hour (with the
first portion collected no earlier than 10:00 a.m.} and composited according to flow.

30. "24-hour composite sampla" consists of a minimum of 12 effluent portions collected at equal time intervals over
the 24-hour period and combined proportional to flow or a sample collected at frequent intervals proportional to
flow over the 24-hour period.
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'RESOLUTION

A Resolution authorizing Paul P. Naquin, Jr., the President to
execute a Permit Modification Application for the Harold J.
“Babe” Landry Landfill.

BE IT RESOLVED, that Paul P. Naquin, Jr., President, St. Mary Parish, be and he is
hereby authorized and directed, for and on behalf of the St. Mary Parish Council, to execute a
Permit Modification Application to be submitted to the Louisiana Department of Environmental
Quality, with said Application to contain such terms, conditions, and stipulations as he may best
see fit, he being fully authorized in the premises.

) ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the St. Mary Parish Council in regular session
convened on this the 14" day of February 2007.

APPROVED:

/'\I /
ALBERT %éifCARD, CHATRMAN

ST. MARY PARISH COUNCIL

. PUSATERI, CLERK
ST. MARY PARISH COUNCIL
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® Addendum to Permit Applications per LAC 33:1.1701
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Media Type (check one) Agency [nterest Number: 9340
Hazardous Waste L] Alr O Is this a copy of a previously submitted form? Yes [X] No []
Solid Waste PG Water [ If yes, indicate the original submittal date: June 18,2002
_ Radiation Licensing  [_] If yes, indicate the original permit number: P-0193
. Department of Environmental Quality . . .
Permits Division Addendum to Permit Applications
P.O. Box 4313 er
Baton Rouge, LA 70821-4313 p
(225) 219-3181 LAC 33:1.1701
Please Company Name Oownar For Permits Division Use Only
Type v ‘ .
Ol;p St. Mary Parish Government B operator L ‘
Print !

Parent Company (if Company Name given above is a division)

Plant name (if apy)

Harold J. “Babe” Landry Landfill

Nearest town Parish where located
Berwick St. Mary

1. Does the company or owner have federal or state environmental permits identical to, or of a similar
nature to, the permit for which you are applying in other states? (This requirement applies to all
individuals, partnerships, corporations, or other entities who own a controlling interest of 50% or
more in your company, or who participate in the environmental management of the facility for an
entity applying for the permit or an cwnership interest in the permit.)

Permits in Louisiana. List Permit Numbers: P-0316, P-0193R1, RCA-101-4523, LA 0056227

["] Permits in other states (list states): None

. 2. Do you owe any outstanding fees or final penalties to the Department? NofX] Yes[ ]
If yes, please explain.

3. Isyour company a corporation or limited liability company? No[X] Yes[ | Ifyes, attach a copy of
your company’s Certificate of Registration and/or Certificate of Good Standing from the Secretary of
State.

Certification:

I certify, under provisions in Louisiana and United States law which provide criminal penalties for false
statements, that based on information and belief formed after reasonable inquiry, the statements and
information contained in this Addendum to the Permit Application, including all attachments thereto are
true, accurate, and complete.

Responsible Official

Name . City State Zip
Paul P. Naquin, Jr. Franklin LA 70538
Title Business phone

Parish President 337-828-4100 ext:500 n
Company Signapme of responsible official(s)

St. Mary Parish Government ﬂ /7 722 . Jr% l
Suite, mail drop, or division Date ] / y, ,]l— / g7 MU

Street or P.O. Box

Fifth Floor - Courthouse

form_7037_r03
06/30/04
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® SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
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LAC 33:ViI PART Il 521.A

Exhibit 12 includes two letters from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a wetlands determination
map. The first, dated September 13, 1976, states that the site is not wetlands. The second, dated
December 18, 1998 states that wetlands areas do occur on the proposed site of the facility expansion,

but they have as yet not been delineated. The map presents the Wetlands Jurisdictional Determination
issued by the Corps in 2001. St. Mary Parish has applied to the Corps for a Department of the Army
permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, but the Corps has not yet issued the permit. The Corps
requires a letter of Technical Completeness from the LDEQ with respect to the Solid Waste Standard
Permit Renewal Application prior to issuance of the Department of the Army permit under Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act.

The La. Department of Culture, Recreation, and Tourism has indicated, by stamping the letter of request
(see Exhibit 13), that “No known archaeological sites or historic properties will be affected by this
undertaking.”

Exhibit 14 is a letter from the La. Department of Natural Resources exempting the project from
requirement of a Coastal Use Permit.

iil. a description of the measures planned to protect the areas listed
from the adverse impact of operation at the facility;

As presented in the previous responses, the only anticipated impacts to sensitive environmental areas
are the presence of wetlands and Louisiana Black Bear habitat on the proposed site. The facility will
implement numerous plans and procedures to prevent any potentially detrimental effects of the facility
that might impact the quality of these areas in the vicinity of the landfill.

In order to minimize the potential for impact on any Louisiana Black Bears in the vicinity of the proposed
expansion, the active areas of the landfill property with putrescible waste will be surrounded by an
electrified fence should foraging by bears become an issue. If required, the fence will consist of three
strands of electrified wire. The location of the electrified fence is shown on Figure 7. This type of fence
has been proven in similar applications to protect bears from any interaction with wastes in open cells. In
addition, the smallest practicable working face will be maintained at all times, minimizing odors from the
landfill, and the working face will be covered with daily and interim covers according to the requirements
of LAC 33:VI.711.B.2.

In order to minimize the potential for impact on the wetlands adjacent to the site, St. Mary Parish has
incorporated many water quality protective measures into the design and operation plans of the facility.
Such measures include the waste and water management procedures identified in the Facility
Operations Plan {(Appendix B) designed to prevent any contact water or leachate from leaving the
facility's berm system without proper treatment and monitoring. Additionally, a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) has been developed for the facility and is on file in the facility’s onsite offices.

Part Il - Page 5
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521.B. FACILITY CHARACTERISTICS

Standards concerning facility characteristics are contained in LAC 33:VIL.709.B (Type | and Il
facilities), LAC 33.VIl.717.B (Type I-A and lI-A facilities), and LAC 33:VII.719.B (Type lll facilities). A
facility plan, including Drawing Nos. and a narrative, describing the information required below
must be provided.

1. The following information is required for all facilities:

a. elements of the process or disposal system employed, including, as
applicable, property lines, original contours (shown at not greater than
five-foot intervals), buildings, units of the facility, drainage, ditches and
roads,;

Solid waste handling and disposal processes are described in the Facility Operations Plan, included as
Appendix B. The property lines and original contours of the site are shown on Figure 5, along with the
existing waste cells and oxidation pond (LPDES Outfall 001), existing facility structures, access roads,
and perimeter fencing and gates. Proposed master site improvements are shown on Figure 7. In general,
these improvements include:

« The lateral expansion of the permitted waste disposal area, by construction of a Type I} cell (Cell
4) adjacent to the existing landfill Cell 3A;

¢ The addition of access roads, drainage features, and electrical service required for the expansion;
and

s The relocation of the existing Sewerage District force main to facilitate this expansion.

Additional details of the proposed site development are presented on Figures 23 through 46, Figure 30
depicts the facility’s proposed stormwater drainage system and ditches, which incorporate to a great
degree the existing system of drainage ditches.

b. the perimeter barrier and other control measures;

Human trespass on the facility is prevented by means of a perimeter canal, combined with a chain link
fence that is posted with signs prohibiting trespass on the facility. In addition to the above, the active
portions of the landfill will be surrounded by an electrified fence to prevent intrusion of bears should
foraging by bears become an issue. The only gate in the chain link fence is at the entry/weigh station,
which is continuously manned during operating hours and locked during non-operating hours. At the
entry is a sign that clearly states what types of waste are accepted at the facility, as well as a list of those
wastes explicitly prohibited from disposal at the facility. Refer to the Master Site Improvements Plan
(Figure 7).

Part Il - Page 10
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@ PART Ill

ADDITIONAL SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
(ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STATEMENT)

(The form shall be completed in accordance with the instructions found in LAC 33:VI11.623.)

523. Additional Supplementary Information

The following supplementary information is required for all solid waste processing and disposal
facilities. All responses and exhibits must be identified in the following sequence to facilitate the
evaluation:

Response Format

Responses to all of the IT Questions are provided herein. The form of these questions is provided by the
Solid Waste Regulations at LAC 33:VIL523 A-E, with guidance for content from the Louisiana
Department of Environmental Quality's (LDEQ'’s) “Revised Expanded IT Questions” and Section 4.0
(Suggested IT response by the permit applicant) of LDEQ's "IT/BFD Guidance™. Where appropriate,
responses herein will reference particular responses included in Parts | and Il (§519 and §521,
respectively) of St. Mary Parish's (the Parish’s) May 2002 Solid Waste Standard Permit Application for
Type WAl Landfill & Solid Waste Standard Permit Modification Application for Type Il Landfill, as
proposed for modification by Solid Waste Standard Permit Modification Application No. 1-07, and

. portions of other previous applications relating to the site and other relevant documents in the LDEQ's
possession. In addition, the May 2002 Solid Waste Standard Permit Application for Type I/li/lll Landfill &
Solid Waste Standard Permit Modification Application for Type Il Landfill will be referred to throughout as
the “2002 Permit Application”, while the Solid Waste Standard Permit Medification Application No. 1-07
will be referred to throughout as “Modification No. 1-07". The various Appendices to the 2002 Permit
Application (Appendix A - Groundwater Monitoring Plan, Appendix B - Faciliies Operation Plan,
Appendix C - Emergency Contingency Plan, Appendix D - Industrial Waste Acceptance Quality
Assurance/Quality Control Plan, Appendix E - Geotechnical Reports, Appendix F - Design Calculations
and Analysis Package, Appendix G - Construction Quality Assurance Plan, and Appendix H - Closure
and Post-Closure Plan) will be referenced throughout this document; these appendices are included with
the 2002 Pemmit Application, and where applicable, Medification No. 1-07, and are on file with LDEQ or
included herein, respectively.

Please note that in this document, the terms “site,” “landfill” and “facility” refer to the entire Harold J.

*Babe" Landry Landfill, which includes Cells 3 (Type [1), 3A (Type Ili}, and 4 (Type l/Il). The facility is also

referred to throughout as the “St. Mary Parish Landfill”. When referencing the individual cells, they will be

addressed by cell name or waste type (i.e., “Cell 3A” or “Type Ill cell). To date, Cell 3 is active and

nearing capacity, Cell 3A is active, and Phase | of Cell 4 (eastem %2) has been constructed and has been

approved by LDEQ to begin waste acceptance, but no waste has been received thus far. Phase Il of
. Cell 4 will be constructed when required by filling of Phase .
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. Introduction

An Administrative Completeness Determination and Public Notice for Publication letter was received by
the Parish from LDEQ on Aprl 16, 2007. In accordance with LDEQ's letter, this Environmental
Assessment Statement is hereby submitted in compliance with Section 2018 of the Environmental
Quality Act. In accordance with LAC 33:1.1505.A.4, Proof of Publication of Public Notice is attached to
this document as Exhibit 19.

The Harold J. “Babe” Landry landfill is currently permitted as a Type /Il landfill, accepting Industrial
(Type 1), Municipal Solid Waste (Type Il}, and Construction and Demolition Debris (Type ). Modification
No. 1-07 was submitted by Professional Engineering and Surveying Co., Inc. (PENSCQ) and Tumer
Environmental, Inc. (TEI) on behalf of the St. Mary Parish Government to LDEQ on April 12, 2007,
Modification No. 1-07 proposed the following changes:

« Extension of the permit expiration date to coincide with the ten-year anniversary of permit
issue date:

» Authorization to accept regulated asbestos-containing material (RACM) waste into Type M

Cell 4;
» Deferral for installation of electrified fence around the active areas of the landfill propenrty;
and :
. * Modification of the Parish’s procedures for temporarily extending facility operation hours to

accommodate increased waste intake quantities from severe weather events.
A brief summary of each change proposed by Modification No. 1-07 is provided below.

Extension of Permit Expiration Date

When the 2002 Permit Application was submitted, leasing negotiations between the Parish and
facility landowner were ongoing. Therefore, the permit application was submitted with the
lease that was in effect at that time. The expiration date for the old lease was December 31,
2009. Even though the permit was issued on October 4, 2002, the permit expiration date was
set to coincide with the lease termination date.

A new lease has since been obtained for the facility property with an expiration date of
December 31, 2035. Part | has been modified to reflect the new lease termination date. The
new lease is attached to this document as Exhibit 20. Therefore, St. Mary Parish is requesting
that the expiration date for its Permit No. P-0136R1 be extended to October 4, 2012, in
accordance with LAC 33:Vil.511.D.2.
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. Provide for Acceptance of RACM Waste

The St. Mary Parish Landfill's Industrial Waste Acceptance Quality Assurance/Quality Control
Plan (Appendix D) has been modified to provide for acceptance of Regulated Asbestos-
containing Material (RACM) waste, as defined under LAC 33:VI1.5151 (Emission Standards for
Asbestos). As detailed in Appendix D, RACM waste will only be accepted into Type I/ll Cell 4.
Deposition or storage of RACM waste in any other area of the facility will be strictly prohibited.

The requirements and conditions of LAC 33:111.5151.N (Standard for Active Waste Disposal
Sites) and LAC 33:1.5151.K (Standard for Inactive Waste Disposal Sites) have been
addressed by modifications to Appendix D and Appendix H (Closure and Post-closure Plan).
In addition to LDEQ regulations, Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
requirements for personnel protection and employee training and notification have also been
addressed and are presented in Appendix D.

Deferral for Electric Fence Installation

In the 2002 Permit Application, St. Mary Parish volunteered to install an electric fence around
the active areas of the landfill property to minimize the potential for impact on any Louisiana
Black Bears. The Parish still intends to install the fence, but requests that the installation date
' be deferred until such time that it may become necessary due to foraging by bears. Over the
. twenty-seven year history of operations at the facility, there have been no documented
sightings of bears or bear sign on the site by facility personnel. [f bears or bear sign are
detected near the active areas of the landfill, St. Mary Parish will immediately take steps to
install the electrified fence as detailed in the permit application.

Filling of Cell 3 (Type Ii) is nearing completion, and only non-putrescible waste (Type I} is
deposited into Cell 3A; therefore, Cell 3A, and soon Cell 3, will not serve as an attractant to the
potential local bear population. Once filling of Cell 4 is initiated, and if foraging by bears
becomes an issue, the Parish will be in a better position to strategically locate the fence around
the active area which will enable a more cost-effective installation and more efficient
maintenance and operation of the fence. Part Il (LAC 33:VII.521) has been modified to reflect
this proposed change.

Modify Notification Procedures for Temporary Extension of Operating Hours

Section 9.1 of Appendix B (Facility Operations Plan) discusses operating procedures for
weather related contingencies (i.e., severe weather events). The text proposed for
modification addresses the extension of facility operating hours to handle increased waste
volumes from cleanup after severe weather events. More specifically, the text proposed for
modification states, “With LDEQ approval, operating hours may also be extended to
. accommodate increased waste streams after these events.” It is proposed that the above
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sentence be revised to state, “St. Mary Parish Landfill personnel will notify LDEQ if operating
hours are temporarily extended to accommodate increased waste intake quantities after these
events.” The proposed change will allow the Landfill Manager more flexibility to service the
needs of the facility's patrons in a timely manner, while still allowing LDEQ oversight of the
facility's operations.

Environmental Assessment Overview

Prior to submitting the 2002 Permit Application, the expected remaining capacity of the active landfill area
(Cells 3 and 3A) at the facility was three to five years. In order to continue to provide disposal service
after this capacity was fully utilized, a westward horizontal expansion of the facility was proposed and
approved by LDEQ. The expansion comprises land that is adjacent to the previously permitted Type Il
cell and leased by St. Mary Parish for this purpose. Based on filling the new 64-acre cell, Cell 4, to a
nominal 50-foot elevation, the horizontal expansion has added approximately 38 years to the expected
life of the landfill, based on current waste generation estimates. Future expansion space is also available
at the site. The estimated date of final closure of Cells 3, 3A and 4 of the facility is 2045. This is based
on a 38-year life expectancy for Cell 4, and assumes that waste placement in Cell 4 will begin in 2007.
Due to this large quantity of available capacity which exists at an environmentally-sound, existing facility,
one can only conclude that extension of the permit expiration date to coincide with the ten-year
anniversary of permit issue date, in accordance with LAC 33:VI.511.D.2, is in the best interest of the
environment and the citizens of Louisiana.

Faced with the eminent exhaustion of available landfill space at the pre-2002 facility, St. Mary Parish
considered numerous altematives to landfill expansion, including having all waste hauled out of the
Parish by contract disposal companies, ultimately concluding that expansion of the landfill was the most
environmentally sound, cost effective respense to the situation. With respect to the economic aspects of
the issue, St. Mary Parish's decision is supported by a Solid Waste Management Study' that was
conducted by the Urban Waste Management and Research Center, UNQ, and the institute for
Recyclable Materials, LSU, the applicable results of which are included here as Exhibit 21. Essentially,
the report of the study concluded that local landfilling of all waste was the most cost effective choice for
each of the Parishes in the Evangeline Economic Planning District. The Parish has concluded that the
findings of this study are applicable to disposal of RACM waste as well. Additionally, St. Mary Parish's
efforts at obtaining prices for hauting all waste to out-of-parish landfills indicated a large cost advantage to
the Parish for expanding the landfill, rather than hauling out-of-parish to other existing landfills. Further
consideration of the economic aspects of this choice is included in Section 523.B, below.

' See Solid Waste Management Study, Volume I. Local Government Cost Analysis — Report for Evangeling
Econormic Planning District Council, prepared by the Urban Waste Management and Research Center, UNO, and
the Institute for Recyclable Materials, LSU, which is on file at LDEQ.
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. With respect to the environmental aspects of the choice to expand the landfill, St. Mary Parish had to
consider not only whether landfiling of their waste was the superior option, but also whether some
location other than the cumrent one, including existing out-of-Parish sites, might be environmentally
superior choices for a landfill. Despite the fact that the expansion utilized an area that contained
wetlands, St. Mary Parish decided that the environmentally superior choice was to expand the landfill
site, based on the superior geologic and hydro-geologic characteristics of the current site, total haul
distances, the fact that a landfill already existed on the site, and various other criteria. These same
criteria are also applicable to the present proposed modifications regarding extension of the facility's
permit expiration date and request to begin acceptance of RACM waste.

In addition to project type and site options, St. Mary Parish considered the numerous mitigating
measures available for reduction of the environmental risks associated with landfilling. Because of EPA
Subtitte D regulations regarding fandfilling of non-hazardous industrial and municipal solid waste, many
highly effective measures are required, including advanced liner systems, groundwater monitoring
systems, leachate collection and removal systems, and gas collection and venting systems, as well as
design parameters that prevent flooding of the landfill. In addition to these measures that are required by
EPA and LDEQ regulations, St. Mary Parish included other advanced mitigating measures in their design
and operating plan, including the following:

. + LUtilization of an innovative, synthetic secondary liner in conjunction with a compacted clay
liner to provide significantly greater protection against the migration of leachate than the
sole use of a secondary compacted clay liner as required under the regulations;

« Utilization of innovative materials {geonet and geomembrane) in the final cover to reduce
cover soil erosion and to minimize infiltration of rainwater into the waste, thus reducing
leachate generation;

« Utlization of innovative water management techniques to keep precipitation from
becoming contact water or leachate and to keep contact water and leachate separate,
thereby reducing leachate generation; and

« Exploration of the feasibility of sustainable landfilling at this site, which would provide the
many environmental advantages as noted in Section 523.C.

Further consideration of the environmental aspects of the project and their specific relevance to the
changes proposed by Modification No. 1-07 is included in §§ 523.A,C,D, & E.
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. 523.A. a discussion demonstrating that the potential and real adverse envircnmental effects of
the facility have been avoided to the maximum extent possible;

As a Type AN landfill, the facility is permitted to accept three classifications of waste; non-hazardous
industrial waste (Type 1), Municipal Solid Waste (MSW, Type Il), and construction and demolition debris
(Type lil). None of these categories includes hazardous or toxic wastes. Estimated total receipts of
waste for the facility are 85,000 tons per year, all of which will be generated off-site for permanent landfill
disposal at the facility. If not landfilled at this facility, these wastes would be trucked to another landfill for
disposal, those most likely being Colonial Landfill in Somento, LA, Woodside Landfill in Walker, LA,
Reliable Production Service Landfill in Livonia, LA, or Riverbirch Landfill in Avondale, LA. (Discussion of
the economic impact of the out-of-Parish hauling option is included in the response to 523.B, Cost-
Benefit Analysis, below. Discussion of the environmental impact of this option is included in the response
to §523.D, Alternate Facilities, below.)

While no wastes classified as “hazardous™ are to be deposited in the landfill, there is the potential of
undesirable or harmful releases to the environment. The primary environmental dangers associated with
non-hazardous solid waste landfills are the risk of soil and groundwater contamination via failure of the
vertical containment system and soil and surface water contamination via failure of the horizontal
containment system during a flood resulting in release of waste into surrounding surface waters.

. Other, less sericus, potential adverse environmental impacts of the facility include litter around the facility
due to accidental release from trucks or blown out of the facility during unloading, odor and disease
vectors from the landfilled materials going beyond the boundaries of the facility, and generation of
methane gas in the landfill after closure.

The anticipated “real” adverse environmental impacts of the facility include preclusion of other uses of the
land area for 60 to 70 years, the location of the site in a floodplain and adjacent wetlands, and the
negative aesthetic impact of a landfill. In order to avoid the above listed potential and real adverse
environmental effects of the facility to the maximum extent possible, the following mitigating measures
have been incorporated into the design of the facility and into the operational and institutional controls
utilized at the facility:

a) Liner System: St. Mary Parish's liner system (refer to the response to §521.F 4.b), which utilizes
an innovative secondary synthetic liner in conjunction with a compacted clay liner, provides
significantly greater protection against the migration of leachate than the sole use of the
secondary liner required under the regulations, and provides a higher level of environmental
protection for groundwater.

b) Surface Run-off Controls and Other Measures to Reduce Generation of Leachate: St. Mary
. Parish’s surface nun-off control system is designed to minimize the amount of leachate generated
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c)

d)

e}

g)

by preventing non-contact water from entering the leachate collection system (refer to Appendix
B, Facility Operations Plan). Additionally, the use of geonet and geomembrane in the final cover
system will expedite the removal of stormwater that passes through the topsoil layer above,
thereby reducing the amount of stormwater that infitrates the waste and, consequently, the
creation of leachate. The geonet will also reduce cover soil erosion by preventing saturation of
the upper vegetated soil layer.

Landscaping/Visual and Access Barriers: The facility is virtually out of site from the general
public, except for the officefweigh station area, the exterior of which is maintained as appropriate
by facility personnel. Access to the facility is restricted by a combination of a surrounding borrow
canal and a posted chain link fence. In addition, an electrified fence to prevent bears and other
animals from contacting the waste will surround the active cells of the landfill with putrescible
waste should foraging by bears become an issue. (See responses to §521.B.1.)

Groundwater Monitoring: An extensive groundwater monitoring system (refer to the responses
to §521.F.4 and the Groundwater Monitoring Plan in Appendix A) will ensure that if groundwater
contamination does occur, in spite of the control measures incorporated into the facility, it will be
detected rapidly to allow immediate implementation of corrective measures.

Efficient Methane Collection and Venting System: St. Mary Parish’s facility will safely and
efficiently collect and vent any methane gas that is generated to avoid the risks associated with
buildup of methane gas (refer to the responses to §521.J).

Operational Controls: Adherence to St. Mary Parish’s Facility Operations Plan {Appendix B),
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (on file at the facility's offices), and Industrial Waste
Acceptance Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan (Appendix D) will assure that only
appropriate wastes are accepted at the facility and that other potential adverse impacts are
minimized.

Locational Characteristics: The advantages of the favorable surface geology and
hydrogeology at the site, as compared with other available sites in the Parish, provides significant
protection against adverse environmental impacts. In addition, maintaining the location of the
facility at its current site, rather than an altermative location, greatly minimized real and potential
environmental costs, as described here and [ater in this document. (Refer to §523.D for a more
detailed discussion of this issue.)

In order to avoid the potential and real adverse environmental effects of the facility to the maximum
extent possible with regard to the acceptance of RACM wastes, the following mitigating measures, in
addition to those listed above, will be incorporated into the design of the facility and into the operational
and institutional controls utilized at the facility:
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a)

b)

c)

RACM Waste Approval and Recordkeeping: Each RACM waste stream will be subjected to
the special waste approval process and to special record keeping requirements. All RACM
waste transporters will be required to submit a State of Louisiana Asbestos Disposal Verification
Form (ADVF) upon delivery of friable asbestos waste to the landfill. RACM waste will not be
accepted and a Waste Discrepancy/Rejected Load Report will be completed when; RACM waste
amives without an ADVF; RACM waste armrives and the waste material does not match the
description or quantity on the ADVF; or RACM waste amives, and the information on the ADVF is
incomplete or incorrect. All records, logs, and forms regarding RACM waste will be maintained
for at least two years in the landfill office. The grid coordinates, depth (elevation), quantity (cubic
yards), and site map marked with location will be maintained for all RACM waste in the landfill
office until closure of the facility. In addition, a copy of all records of RACM waste disposal
locations and quantities will be submitted to LDEQ (Office of Environmental Services, Air Permits
Division) upon closure of the facility. Finally, within 60 days of closure and in accordance with
State law, a notation will be attached in perpetuity to the deed of the facility property and on any
other instrument that would normally be examined during a title search stating that: the land has
been used for disposal of RACM waste; containing the survey plot and record of the location and
quantity of RACM waste disposed of at the facility, and that the site is subject to LAC
33:lll.Chapter 51.Subchapter M and the certification provisions in LAC 33:111.2799.Appendix A —
Agent Accreditation Plan.

RACM Waste Packaging: RACM waste will only be accepted when it is in wetted conditions
and after it has been placed in closed, unruptured 6 mil minimum polyethylene double bags or in
other tightly closed containers. If bagged, the bags shall be “goose-necked” and double tied.
Individual bags must be of a weight and size that can be easily handled by the transporter. All
RACM waste containers must he pre-approved by the Landfill Manager prior to disposal at the
St. Mary Parish Landfill. Each bag or container which contains RACM waste must have a
warning label meeting the requirements set forth in Section 3.3 of Appendix D.

RACM Waste Operations: The Landfill Manager will ensure all RACM waste is carefully dumped
and unloaded, placed in the proper location (according to the assigned grid ccordinates} and
covered. RACM waste will only be accepted into Type I/l Cell 4. Deposition or temporary storage
of RACM waste in any other area of the facility will be stricBly prohibited. There shall be no visible
emissions to the outside air from any active waste disposal area within the landfill where asbestos-
containing waste material has been deposited. The Landfill Manager will implement the
contingency plan in the event of accidental spills. The disposal area will be away from non-essential
personnel. The disposal area will be an excavation, depression in the working face, or at the toe of
the slope. Immediately after the generatorftransporter's vehicle is moved away from the disposal
area, the waste will be covered in accordance with the requirements of LAC 33:1il.5151.N.3. Cover
material will be applied pricr to compacting the waste so as not to rupture the containers or disturb
the waste. RACM waste will not be placed within 15 feet of final grade (or slope) or within 15 feet of
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d)

)

a)

h)

intermediate grade slope. LDEQ (Office of Environmental Services, Air Permits Division) will be
notified in writing at least 45 days prior to excavating or otherwise disturbing any RACM waste that
has been deposited within the landfill and covered. In accordance with LAC 33:VII.711.E.3.a, a
geosynthetic clay liner in conjunction with a 24 minimum thickness of interim-compacted cover
layer, where applicable, will be installed over Cell 4 as part of the final cover system. In addition, a
low-density polyethylene (LDPE) geomembrane finer will be installed over the crown and benches
and a minimum of 12" of topsoil will be installed to support vegetative growth.

Protection Equipment: Each St. Mary Parish Landfill employee who the Landfil Manager
determines is likely to be exposed to RACM waste will be supplied with disposable clothing
(coveralls and gloves) and respirator. Disposable coveralls will be wom over normal working
attire. St. Mary Parish Landfill asbestos management personnel will utilize NIOSH-approved
asbestos protection full-face or half-face respirators with an approved filter (P100 or equivalent)
during all RACM waste handling operations.

Personal Hygiene: After the RACM waste has been buried and prior to leaving the immediate
work area, and before entering eating, smoking or drinking areas, all St. Mary Parish Landfill
employees involved with disposing the RACM waste will remove disposable coveralls and gloves
and seal them inside a plastic bag. The respirator will be the last piece of personal protective
gear to be removed. As soon as possible after removal of personal protective gear, employees
will wash their hands and face. Uniforms wom under the disposable coveralls and other
potentially contaminated clothing to be laundered will be sealed in a plastic bag.

Employee Training: Employees will be trained prior to being assigned to RACM waste
management duties and annually thereafter. Employees will receive training in the proper
management of RACM waste, what it is, and its potential health effects if mismanaged. In
addition, employees will be informed of the industrial hygiene monitoring, its purpose and
meaning, and of their right of access to that information. Included in the subject of proper
management of RACM waste will be: standard operating procedures; local policies, procedures
and regulations; proper use of personal protective equipment; and good personal hygiene
practices. All training will be documented.

Informing Employees: If monitoring is required and results of asbestos monitoring indicate that
concentrations of asbestos fibers exceed the permissible exposure limit {(PEL) in accordance with
29 CFR 1910.1001 (0.1 fiber per cubic centimeter of air as an eight hour time weighted average
(TWA) as of July 1, 1999), personal monitoring results will be reported to affected employees
within five (5) days of receipt of results.

Fencing: A chain-link fence is located across the front of the facility and is posted with signs
prohibiting trespass. The only vehicular access point to the site is through the front gate in the
chain link fence at the facility entrance, which is continuously manned during operating hours and
locked during non-operating hours. Perimeter ditches and canals, combined with the chain link
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. fence across the front, restrict human trespass and prevent unauthorized vehicle access to the
facility. The only vehicular entry point to the neighboring Lawrence property is through the front
gate of the landfill.

i) Signage: At the front gate is a sign that clearly states what types of waste are accepted at the
facility, as well as a list of those wastes explicitly prohibited from disposal at the facility. In
addition, a sign stating, “Asbestos Waste Disposal Site. Do Not Create Dust. Breathing
Asbestos is Hazardous to Your Health.” will be posted in accordance with LAC 33:11L.5151.N.2
near the access ramp to Cell 4.

For more detailed information regarding the mitigating measures incorporated into the design of the
facility and into the operational and institutional controls utlized at the facility for RACM waste
acceptance and disposal, refer to Appendix D (Industrial Waste Acceptance Quality Assurance/Quality
Control Plan) submitted with Modification No. 1-07.

In summary, the mitigating measures to be utilized at the site (§521.F) either meet or exceed all
applicable regulatory requirements and, combined with the site characteristics (§521.A through E) and
the operational plans (§521.G and H), render the likelihood of any of the abovementioned potential
releases minute, while also minimizing the real adverse environmental impacts of the facility. In fact,
these mitigating measures include many design components and innovative techniques that are not

. required by the applicable regulations. As such, the potential and real adverse environmental effects of
the facility have been avoided to the maximum extent possible.
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. 523.B. a cost-benefit analysis demonstrating that the social and economic benefits of the facility
outweigh the environmental-impact costs;

The following analysis of the costs and benefits of the facility clearly indicates that the benefits of its
continued operaticn through at least the proposed permit expiration date, and the other changes
proposed in Modification No. 1-07, outweigh any potential adverse impacts.

In assessing the resultant benefits of the proposal, the need for the proposed modifications is clear. In
light of the existing St. Mary Parish Solid Waste Ordinances (Exhibit 22), disposal of solid waste
generated in the Parish, to include RACM waste, is allowed only at facilities permitted by the LDEQ for
such purposes. The St. Mary Parish landfill is the only facility in the area permitted to accept Type I/l
wastes, the next nearest facility being more than 55 miles away, and the anticipated life expectancy of
the St. Mary Parish landfill is approximately 38 years. Assuming a compacted waste density of 70
pounds per cubic foot, the facility will receive approximately 3.3 million tons of solid waste over a period
of 30 to 40 years, based on the available airspace calculations presented in Exhibit 23.

Based on current and predicted municipal and industrial waste generation in the facility’s service area, St.
Mary Parish anticipates that it will receive approximately 85,000 tons of waste per year (refer to the
response to §519.0). The provision of this service to waste generators within the service area satisfies

. the need for waste disposal capacity, as well as the desire for a competitive market price for waste
disposal services. With regard to the need for competitive provision of waste disposal services in the
area, it should be noted that ensuring adequate competition within the waste disposal market is one of
the stated goals of the legislature’s mandate to LDEQ conceming the orderly establishment of regional
landfills. See La.R.S. 30:2158.A.2.(g).

Looking at the positive economic effects on the local community,

one must consider the reduction of waste disposal costs afforded to
the Parish and the various affected local govemments by having the
|item (Gate) . i . . o
Construction $2.43 landfill available for disposal of industrial and municipal waste
Closure $3.57 streams. Considering a scenario wherein the St. Mary Parish landfill
gpe"g:"" & Maintenance 5:;-;0 is closed or not allowed to accept RACM wastes, there is no change
t- .
F.o sosure . in generated waste quantities, collection modes or costs. All waste
inance Charges $7.95
s onegio-Totald  $37.01 generated in the Parish would have to be hauled to a remote landfill

] ) for disposal and the estimated disposal increases from $37.01/ton,
*Assumes 20-Year Bonds Finance construction
costs only, O&M, closure and post-closure are which is the estimated total cost for the operation and construction of
financed intermally th h tipping fee ch. 3
Consanativet aetma st ead mee - the landfill as described in the table to the left, to $44.45on. This
{85,000 tonsin) lor 20 yis. o, esulls n 299 cost is based on the lowest price submitted in response to a 1996
Request for Quotes and adjusting for inflation (2.16% per year)
. based on the CPI (U.S. city average) between March 1997 (bid

date) and December 2001,
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. At a fill rate of 85,000 tons per year, this results in estimated annual savings in disposal costs of
approximately $632,000, which represents a total savings to the citizens and businesses of St. Mary
Parish of over $24,000,000 over the projected life of the landfill. This is $632,000 per year that can be
used to encourage business and industry expansion through reduced taxes or through the offering of
reasonably priced and environmentally-sound waste disposal; these savings can be used to reduce the
tax burden and/or the waste disposal cost on residents rather than having them pay the additional
expense of having their waste hauled out of the Parsh. These savings might also be directed into
provision of other services for the citizens of the Parish, such as health care, education, or economic
development. Regardless of how the business and individual residents of the Parish decide, through
their elected Parish Government, to apply these savings, the money will be available for purposes other
than paying a contractor to haul their waste out of Parish for disposal.

Other direct economic benefits of the RACM waste acceptance and continued operation of the facility
include the continuation of 11 full-time positions and two part-time positions at the facility, generating an
annual payroll of approximately $442,000. According to the Louisiana Department of Economic
Development, the direct-effect eamings multiplier for this industry and area of the state is 1.7037, which
brings the continued annual payroll impact of the facility operation to $753,035. In addition, facility
construction costs are estimated to be $9.5 million. Using an output muiltiplier of 1.8024 raises the one-
time economic infusion related to facility construction to $17,191,000. Upon being filled to permitted

. capacity (30 to 40 years), Cell 4 will require closure at a cost of $7.6 million (estimated in today’s dollars).
This is another one-time economic infusion to the Parish, $13.7 million using the output multiplier of
1.8024.

In order to determine the net economic impact of the facility, negative economic impacts on the
community must also be considered. As explained in Subparts D and E, a facility designed and operated
under the penmitted plan, in the current location, with its favorable site characteristics, renders the real
damage and likelihood of serious environmental harms (and resulting economic costs} minimal.
Additionally, since the site has been (and currently is) operated as a solid waste disposal facility, there
should be no significant adverse impact on property values as a result of the modification. One might
consider whether property values in the area would go up if operation of the facility were discontinued in
favor of another site, but, considering the remote location of the area and the continued presence of a
closed landfill at the site, one would have to conclude that the increase, if any, would be less than the
comresponding decrease in value that would occur at any new site. When considering the impact on land
values in the vicinity, it is also salient to recognize that the property on which the current site is located is
bounded on all sides by land that is owned by the same entity that has agreed to lease additional land to
St. Mary Parish for the previously permitted horizontal expansion. One would have to conclude from this
fact that the entity most likely to suffer from diminution of property values in the area of the facility does
not consider its continued operation detrimental to locai property values.
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With regard to potential economic costs associated with increased burdens on the infrastructure and
service providers, the fact that the site is already successfully used for solid waste disposal indicates that

accommodations have been made for the provision of public services needed by the facility. No changes
in the need for these services will result from the modification. Indeed, in responding to the requirements
of La.R.S. 30:2157, which requires a certification from local emergency responders that they are able to
respond to a hazardous materials incident at a solid waste landfill, the local EMS provider (Acadian
Ambulance) and local hospital {Lakewood Medical Center) have both indicated that they already possess
the necessary abiliies to handle hazardous materials incidents under Section 473 of the NFPA Life
Safety Code (Exhibit 24). While the local Fire Department {Berwick Fire Department) has stated that
they are not certified under Section 472 of the NFPA Life Safety Code, there are numerous contractors
available in the vicinity of the facility that are. Thus, there will be no additional costs incurred to upgrade
local services as a result of the proposed modifications to the facility. Because of the perceived risks
associated with establishing commercial operations adjacent to a landfill, the possibility exists that
continued operation of the facility and acceptance of RACM wastes may preciude economic
development of the area by business or industries. Again, while such an adverse economic impact may
be of concem in the context of locating a new facility, the risk is significantly decreased or non-existent in
the case of modification of an existing facility that has previously been used for the disposal of municipal
solid waste and is permitted for disposal of industrial wastes. In fact, the availability of a facility permitted
to accept industrial solid waste, in particular RACM wastes, should serve as an incentive for further
industrial development within the service area and, more specifically, in the immediate vicinity of the site.

Transportation was a factor in choosing the existing site. The site receives waste via truck only, and, as
discussed in greater detail in the Subpart D, hauling distance for the largest concentration of the waste
that comes to the facility (from the cities of Morgan City and Patterson, the town of Berwick, and the
communities of Amelia and Bayou Vista) are minimized by use of this site. The permitted service area
for Type NI wastes are St. Mary Parish and all surrounding parishes, including Temebonne, St. Martin,
Iberia, and Assumption; however, acceptance of Type | waste is currently restricted to St. Mary Parish,
and those parts of each surrounding parish that are within five miles of the St. Mary Parish boundary,
through a self-imposed restriction by resolution of the St. Mary Parish Council, a copy of which is
included in Exhibit 25.

With regard to transpertation infrastructure, the Govemment of St. Mary Parish and the Louisiana
Department of Transportation and Development have indicated that the roads servicing the facility are
adequate for the needs of the facility, both with regard to traffic flows and structures (Exhibit 26). Also, in
light of the above statement concerning the proximity of the site to the major waste sources, hauling
distance are minimized by use of the site, thereby reducing the wear and tear on roads, as well as
increased air pollution and risk of accidents that could be expected to result if a longer transport distance
were required.
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. Finally, the long-term expectations for the site must be considered as part of the analysis of the facility on
a cost/benefit basis. As mentioned above, the expected active life of the landfill is approximately 38
years, depending on actual fill rates. This means the expected closure date will be around 2045. After
the administrative authority has determined that the facility has completed closure according to the
approved plan, a 30-year post closure period will commence, as required by current regulations.

The land on which the facility is located is leased by the Government of St. Mary Parish from the Emerald
Land Corporation, but the Scale/Maintenance/Administrative Facilities and the land on which they are
tocated (approximately 5 acres) are owned by the Government of St. Mary Parish. The closure and post-
closure maintenance and monitoring of the facility, and financial responsibility associated with them, are
addressed in the responses to §521.J, K, and L, respectively. By way of the financial assurance
mechanism, long term care and maintenance of the site is assured, both legally and financially.

After the 30-year post closure care period, the site could be utilized for recreational or agricultural
purposes, or maintained as “green space”. In order to ensure that people are protected from unwittingly
buying the land after closure, St. Mary Parish will update the Parish mortgage and conveyance records
by entering the specific location of the facility and specifying that the property was used for the disposal
of solid waste. A copy of the disclosure document to be filed in the Parish records upon final closure is
attached as Exhibit 27. In addition, within 60 days of closure and in accordance with State law, a

. notation will be attached in perpetuity to the deed of the facility property and on any other instrument that
would normally be examined during a title search stating that; the land has been used for disposal of
RACM waste; containing the survey plot and record of the location and quantity of RACM waste
disposed of at the facility; and that the site is subject to LAC 33:ll.Chapter 51.Subchapter M and the
certification provisions in LAC 33:111.2799.Appendix A — Agent Accreditation Plan.

Clearly, the above analysis of the positive and negative economic impacts of the proposed modifications
indicates that the net social and economic value of continued operation of the facility and the ability to
accept RACM wastes is positive. These benefits must now be weighed against the project’s anticipated
environmental impact costs (refer to Subpart A), which can be roughly classified as either real or potential
costs. Real costs are those that have a reasonable likelihood of being incurred to some degree during
the life of the landfil. These would include litter, traffic, odor, and vector problems, along with the
exclusion of the land from other uses, the location of the site in a floodplain and adjacent wetlands, and
the negative aesthetic impact of a landfill. Potential costs are those associated with more serious, but far
less likely, potential system failures at the facility, such as contamination of the soil, groundwater, and
surface water in the vicinity of the site.

Based on the operating record of the facility, the locational characteristics of the site, and the protective

measures incorporated into the design and Operations Plan for the facility, one can anticipate the real
. environmental costs of the project to be minimal. To wit, the facility has never been cited for, in fact,

Page 14



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36293850, Page 109 of 476

LAC 33:Vil PART Il 523.B

. never gets complaints about, odor or vector issues; it is doubtful that the site would be developed for a
higher use in the absence of RACM waste acceptance or cessation of operations; the Louisiana
Department of Culture, Recreation and Tourism has listed no historically or culturatly significant sites in
the vicinity of the site; impact on the floodplain is minute; practically all unoccupied tracts in St. Mary
Parish are included in the proposed “critical habitat” for the Louisiana Black Bear; and, the negative
aesthetic impact of continued operation of the facility is negligible, there being a landfill already on the
site. (Refer to the response to Subpart E for a detailed description of the protective measures to be
taken during design, construction, and operation of the facility that will reduce the likelihcod and severity
of associated real costs.)

With regard to the potential environmental costs of the facility, consideration of the stringent reguiatory
design, construction, and operational requirements currently in effect, the location characteristics, and the
utilization of innovative systems that provide greater protections than those required by the regulations,
clearly predicts that the likelihood of incurrence of any such costs is minute or non-existent. (Again, refer
to the response to Subpart E for a detailed description of the protective measures to be taken during
design, construction, and operation of the facility.)

Additiona! consideration must be given to the fact that many of the real and potential harms that could
result from the operation of a solid waste disposal facility are decreased when the situation involves the

. continued operation of an existing facility, rather than the permitting of a separate facility in an area
previously unaffected by the operation of such facilities. In effect, certain harms that result from the mere
presence of such a facility have already occurred at the existing site. The fact that the Modification No. 1-
07 calls for continued operation, rather than the location of a new facility, must not be overlooked when
calculating the environmental costs of the project. Similarly, by instituting the acceptance procedures,
operational standards, and employee training guidelines outlined in Appendix D (as modified by
Modification No. 1-07), the acceptance and disposal of RACM wastes will pose no greater real or
potential harm than those posed by the Type | and Type |l wastes already accepted.

In summary, the net social and economic benefits to be derived from the requested modification clearly
outweigh the real and potential environmental impact costs. The environmental impact costs are
minimal, especially when compared to the siting of a new facility in an area not currently utilized for solid
waste disposal. The LDEQ's prior determination (through issuance pemmits prior to P-0193R1) that
benefits outweigh costs could only be confirmed under the present circumstances, in light of the lower
likelihood of occurrence of environmental costs under the more stringent regulations and improved facility
design and operational plans. The savings to local citizens resulting from the lower cost provision of
waste disposal services in the service area, the direct economic benefits that can be expected to flow
from the operation of the facility, and the increased potential for area growth afforded by the availability of
environmentally-sound waste disposal capacity clearly outweigh the real and potential environmental

. impact costs.
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623.C. A discussion and description of possible alternative projects that would offer more
protection to the environment without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits;

The Government of St. Mary Parish (St. Mary Parish) has considered altemative technologies and has
concluded that landfilling of solid waste, as set forth in Modification No. 1-07, is the only environmentally-
sound alternative that is also cost effective. Little has changed since the issue was addressed in the
initial permit application and the LDEQ determined that there were no other viable altematives to
operations at the facility. Other altematives to local landfilling, including recycling, composting of sludge
and yard waste, long distance hauling of waste, and combinations of these, were considered in a study of
regional waste management practices and options?, but were deemed less economical than landfilling of
all wastes in the Parish, as well as of questionable environmental benefit. According to the results of this
study, “....of the waste management options studied, landfill of all waste remains the least cost method of
disposal...” for each parish in the region. The options considered in the study include various
combinations of recycling, composting, hauling to St. Landry Parish Landfill, and buming waste for
energy. The discounted total disposal cost/ion of the next least expensive option considered (Recycling
with Landfill Disposal of Residual) was over 9% higher than landfilling at the Harold J. “Babe” Landry
Landfill and was expected to yield only a 1% reduction in waste being landfiled. Those parts of the
report that apply to St. Mary Parish are attached as Exhibit 21, but a summary of the various approaches
studied and their respective costs and waste reduction comparisons is illustrated in the following table.

Estimated)

Increase]peraton 5 -
= Reduction
I. Landfill Disposal of All VWaste - All waste is placed in N/A N/A

a local landfill without benefit of recycling, composting,

or other waste minimization technique.

Estimated|Cost;

Il. Recycling with Landfill Disposal — After application 9.2% 1%
of the local recycling rate, the remaining waste is

landfilled.

lll. Recycling and Composting with Landfill Disposal — 21% 16-20%

The local recycling rate is used coupled with
composting of 100% of the yard waste and sewerage
sludge. The remaining waste is landfilled.

2 See Solid Waste Management Study, Volume . Local Government Cost Analysis — Report for Evangeline
Economic Planining District Council, prepared by the Urban Waste Management and Research Center, UNO, and
the Institute for Recyclable Materials, LSU, which is on file at LDEQ.
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. Estimated

Scenario) (Weight]

Reduction
iV. Long Distance Haul for Landfill Disposal of All 58% 0%

Waste — Same as Scenario | with a long distance
haul. All waste is placed in a distant landfill (St. Landry
Parish) without benefit of recycling, composting, or
other waste minimization technique.

V. Recyeling and Composting with Long Distance 71% 16-20%
Haul for Landfill Disposal — Same as Scenario lIl with
a long distance haul.

VI. WTE (Waste to Energy) with Recycling and 187% 64%
Landfill Disposal — After application of the local
recycling rate, the remaining waste goes to waste-to-
energy and the ash is landfilled.

The table above helps to illustrate the expected elevated costs of the various options considered in the

report, but closer inspection serves to put the limitations of the environmental benefits associated with

each option in clearer perspective. As such, each option is discussed in more detail below, progressing
. from the most expensive (cost/ton) to the least expensive.

Two project options are to discontinue operation of the facility or to not allow RACM waste disposal in
favor of long distance hauling of the Parish’'s waste to out-of-Parish landfills. The economics of long
distance hauling are discussed in §523.B and the environmental impacts of long distance hauling are
discussed in §523.D; consequently, only those scenarios that do not include Long Distance Haul will be
discussed here.

The economics of energy recovery from solid waste continues to restrict its status as a viable altemnative
to landfilling.® In addition, studies of the effects of municipal waste combustion indicate potential adverse
consequences related to emissions of dioxin resulting from the buming of plastics with high chlorine
content.* Besides the issue of potentially toxic air emissions raised in the Costner article, waste
incineration will certainly result in the emission of pollutants via post incineration stack gasses, which will
not only add pollutants to the air in St. Mary Parish, but will create an additional source of NOx within 100
km of an area that is in non-attainment of the Clean Air Act Standards.

* See Solid Waste Management Study, Volume I. Local Govemment Cost Analysis — Report for Evangefine
Economic Planning District Council, prepared by the Urban Waste Management and Research Center, UNO, and
. the Institute for Recyclable Materials, LLSU, which is on file at LDEQ.
4 See, e.g., Costner, Pat; The Buming Question - Chlorine & Dioxin, April 1997,
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. Regarding composting of yard wastes and sewerage sludge, the environmental benefits of implementing
this technology would be limited, if not questionable, especially in light of the possibility of implementing
sustainable landfill technology at the facility, which is discussed in detail below. This is because the
constituents of the waste stream that comprise this portion are highly biodegradable, meaning they pose
a minimal threat to the environment and would provide a major source of raw material for in-situ
production of hummus upon implementation of sustainable landfill technology. Nonetheless, in 1992 St.
Mary Parish conducted a study to evaluate altemative solid waste disposaliresource recoveryfrecycling
services for the Parish. The study included solicitation of proposals from parties interested in providing
this service, resulting in submittal of six different proposals. The various proposals included material
separation and recovery, composting, and bic-mechanical processing, all in conjunction with landfilling of
residual wastes. The two finalist proposals that appeared most promising, however, were each based
around bio-mechanical processing of the waste stream (MSW and sewerage sludge} to produce a
product stream that compnised recyclables (<5%) and compost (65-70%), which would be sold, and
residual (25-30%), which would be disposed in a landfill.

While these projects offered the opportunity to drastically reduce the need for expensive landfill space,
the total 1994 cost of disposing of waste using this technology was estimated between $45.00/ton and
$51.42/ton ($53.95 — $61.64/ton in 2002 dollars, adjusting for inflation of 2.54% per year based on the
CPI between April 1994 and December 2001). In comparison, the cost of building and operating the

. landfill is expected to be $37.01/ton disposed, as described above. Additicnally, both proposals indicated
that a new site would be required to develop the technology in St. Mary Parish, because the existing
{andfill site does not contain enough open space for the composting process. This means that, in order
to institute composting technology in St. Mary Parish, the citizens thereof would have to accept
development of a new solid waste site in the Parish, along with all the environmental disadvantages
inherent to that, along with a 46% increase in the cost of waste disposal.

Despite the obvious economic disadvantages indicated above, St. Mary Parish again considered in-
vessel composting of sewerage sludge in 1996, but the results of the study again indicated major
economic disadvantages to the project. In addition, the largest portion of the proposed feed for the
process considered, sewerage sludge from the Morgan City wastewater treatment plant, is now being
bio-processed at the wastewater plant, which would drive the cost per ton even higher due to the
reduced volume being processed.

With regard to resource recovery, the Parish does not have curbside recycling. It was provided
throughout the unincorporated areas of the Parish, plus Berwick and Patterson, from 1990 through 1992,
but the service was discontinued due to lack of participation. In order to maximize the likelihood of
success of the recycling program, the St. Mary Parish Council hired a full-time local Recycling Planner
and established an Advisory Committee to oversee the process, with the goal of reducing the waste
. stream by 25% by the end of 1992. A public awareness campaign was conducted, with the Recycling
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Pianner attending meetings of various civic organizations, churches, and the business community to
educate people on recycling and to discuss the numerous advantages thereof. An education program
was instituted, wherein a curriculum guide on recycling, which was developed by LDEQ, was provided to
all schools in the Parish and Advisory Committee members spoke to school organizations about
recycling. Informational fliers were distributed to all households and Recycling Exhibits were displayed at
local fairs and festivals. Despite this effort, the participation rate was 1-3% of households in the rural
areas of the Parish and 15-20% in the more densely populated areas and the waste stream was reduced
by less than 1%. So, while expanded resource recovery in the service area would reduce landfill loading,
extensive educational and public awareness efforts in the past have proven incapable of bringing
participation rates to a level that makes the curbside recycling program economically feasible. While past
efforts have been unsuccessful, St. Mary Parish understands that large scale recycling may in the future
become a feasible and valuable aspect of their solid waste program, and will, accordingly, continue to
gauge public willingness and explore options in that realm. At present the Parish provides recycling bins
at various locations around the Parish, including at the facility entrance, that are available for community
use. This recycling resource helps to reduce, to a limited degree, the amount of waste destined for land
filing. In addition, the facility operates as a recycling center for waste tires and white goods.

One altemative technology currently being utilized in the Parish to reduce landfill loading is bio-
processing of Morgan City's sewerage sludge, mentioned above, which occurs on-site at Morgan City's
wastewater treatment facility. This process, called Bioset®, converts the residual bio-sludge from
Morgan City's wastewater plant, which used to go to the St. Mary Parish Landfill, into marketable soil
enhancement material and nitrogen fertilizer, reducing landfill loading and creating useful products.

A second alternative technology implemented by the Parish to extend the life of the landfill involves the
use of alternate daily cover materials, as approved by issuance of Permit No. P-0193R1; these
alternative materials include tarps, Topcoat® (or similar spray-on slurry), and/or foam. The facility
cumently uses a spray-on slurry material manufactured by Topcoat®. According to Central Fiber
Corporation (manufacturer of Topcoat®), in three months, at six inches per day, 33 feet of daily cover
material will be added over the waste, while utilization of Topcoat® will add only 33 inches of material
(hitp:/Amww . centralfiber.comvade. shiml).  Operational methods and additional data for tarps, foam, and
Topcoat® (or similar spray-on slurry) are included in the Facility Operations Plan.

Another altemative technology that is under consideration by St. Mary Parish for the future, and which
would remain a possibility during and after expansion of the landfill, is sustainable landfill mining. This
technology provides for in-situ treatment of landfills to promote rapid stabilization of the waste through the
injection of air and water, preferably leachate. Rapid aerobic decomposition of the waste results in
reduction of mass, improvement of leachate quality, reduction of odors and methane producticn, and the
ability to safely mine composted humus and other reusable materials (such as plastics, glass, and
metals) from the landfill.
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In general, decompaosition of organics in a landfill occurs anaerobically, which is considerably slower than
aerobic decomposition, due to the isolation of the waste from oxygen sources, like ambient air. Two
results of anaerobic decomposition are slow decomposition rates and generation of methane gas. By
injecting air and recirculating aerated leachate into the waste, oxygen is made available within the waste
pile for aerobic decomposition, which speeds the conversion of organic waste to usable hummus and
generates carbon dioxide instead of methane. Cne result of the rapid stabilization and waste volume
reduction is that additional space becomes available for waste disposal. Additional landfill space can be
derived by mining the landfill for recyclable materials such as metals, plastics, glass, and the hummus
that results from the decomposition process. In addition, air emissions, as noted above, and leachate
quality are improved by the aerobic decomposition process.

St. Mary Parish’s permitted leachate collection and removal system is designed to facilitate the use of
this technology and, as the landfill is utilized, St. Mary Parish will continue to explore the feasibility of
applying the in-situ treatment process as a means of achieving a “sustainable landfill.” One of the major
advantages of this process is the fact that continuing ordinary landfill operations does not prelude the use
of this innovative technology as an effective altemative to simple landfilling of waste. Rather, landfilling in
the manner for which the Parish is permitted is the first step in the process. As filling of Cell 4 proceeds,
St. Mary Parish will be able to more accurately determine the feasibility of implementation of the process
by possihly conducting pilot tests and further economic feasibility studies.

In order to offer more protection to the environment than would be offered by a landfill constructed under
the current regulatory standards, St. Mary Parish incorporated the following design features into the
facility. As such, these features go beyond current regulatory requirements in terms of environmental
protection afforded;

s Use of an innovative new synthetic secondary liner system that provides a greater
measure of protection than the secondary compacted clay liner system required by
regulation, as discussed in the response to §521.F. Studies of the altemate secondary
liner system used by St. Mary Parish indicate that it provides significantly greater protection
against migration of leachate - water flux through the secondary (bentonite) portion of the
liner being *..2,000 times less than..” the compacted clay liner required under the:
regulations. Equivalency documentation for the secondary liner is included in Exhibit 23.
The altemmate secondary liner system (a bentonite based geomembrane-supported
geosynthetic clay liner), unlike a compacted clay layer, is not subject to the “shrink/swell”
effect of fluctuations in moisture and temperature and, hence, will better retain its superior
level of impermeability. With its superior “self-healing” qualities and design location
beneath a two-foot thick protective soil cover, the altemate secondary liner system truly
provides an improvement over current regulatory requirements. This is especially true
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considering that the altemative secondary liner is installed over a one-foot (minimum)
compacted clay liner.

» The use of a geonet in conjunction with a geomembrane as part of the final cover (refer to
the responses to §521.J). Use of the geonet goes beyond the cument regulatory
requirements. The geonet provides almost unrestricted removal of infittrated stormwater,
which reduces permeation and, ultimately, the creation of leachate. The use of the geonet
also guards against failure of the final cover induced by hydraulic head pressure. This
system helps avoid both surface and groundwater contaminatjon.

The chosen technology, namely landfilling, is the most common disposal method for non-hazardous
MSW and industrial wastes and has been for many years. While the technology and materials used in
the process have improved substantially in recent years, as has the level of protection to the
environment, the basic tenets of the process have proven over many years to be reliable and economical
in the minimization of environmental impact of disposal of these wastes.

The sequence of technology at the facility, including analysis, separation, and unloading of incoming
waste, and storage, treatment, and monitoring of the waste in the landfill is described in detail in the
Facility Operations Plan, Appendix B, and the Industrial Waste Acceptance Quality Assurance/Quality
Control Plan, Appendix D. The technology used in the closure and post-closure of the facility are
described in detail in the responses to §521.J and K and in the Closure and Post-Closure Pian,
Appendix H.

Because of the major changes in solid waste disposal regulations since initial use of the facility, the
mitigation measures that implemented in the design and construction of Cell 4 provide far greater
protections to the environment than those that were utilized in Cells 1, 2, and 3. Cells 1, 2, and 3 were
permitted under the solid waste regulations in effect at the respective times of permit issuance. Since
that time, the requirements mandated under Subtitle D of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) have been implemented in Louisiana, via the promulgation in 1993 of the Louisiana Solid Waste
Regulations (LAC Title 33, Part VI, Subpart 1). The current regulations — and those portions of the
facility design that go beyond the protections afforded by the new regulations — provide significantly
greater environmental protections than those used formerly at the site.

Of all these regulatory improvements, perhaps most important is the requirement that a synthetic liner be
installed to prevent the migration of leachate. See §711.B.5. The use of a liner, in conjunction with the
superior geology of the site (as discussed in the response to §521.D), provides significantly greater
protections against one of the primary potentially adverse environmental impacts — groundwater
contamination. Additionally, St. Mary Parish is permitted to utilize an innovative new synthetic secondary
liner system that provides a greater measure of protection than the secondary compacted clay liner
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. system required by regulation, as discussed in the response to §521.F. Indeed, studies of the altemate
secondary liner system utilized by St. Mary Parish indicate that it provides significantly greater protection
against migration of leachate - water filux through the secondary (bentonite) portion of the liner being
“..2,000 times less than..." the compacted clay liner required under the regulations. Equivalency
documentation for the alternative secondary liner is included in Exhibit 23. The altemate secondary liner
system (a bentonite based geomembrane-supported geosynthetic clay liner), unlike a compacted clay
layer, is not subject to the “shrink/swell” effect of fluctuations in moisture and temperature and hence will
' better retain its superior leve! of impermeability. With its superior “self-healing” qualities, design location
beneath a two-foot thick protective soil cover, and use in conjunction with a primary 60-mil HDPE
geomembrane, the altemate secondary liner system truly provides maximum environmental protection.
This is especially true considering that the altemative secondary liner is installed over a one-foot
{minimum}) compacted clay liner.

Related measures include the mandatory use of a leachate collection system to facilitate the contro! of

leachate. Cell 3 at the site, currently active, is equipped with a leachate collection system, but it differs

markedly from that used in the Cell 4. As required by §711.B.4 b.vii (a) and §711B.5.d, the leachate

collection system utilized in Cell 4 is installed above the liner system, greatly enhancing its effectiveness.

In addition, as discussed in the response to §521.F 4, all leachate from Cells 3, 3A, and 4 is pre-treated

at the onsite Oxidation Pond, and then pumped to a nearby sewerage system force main for treatment at
. a POTW rather than being discharged to the Berwick Canal.

The consumer preduct type wastes to be disposed at the site include paper products, food and food and
beverage packaging, and cleaning product packaging, among many others. Many manufacturers of
consumer products are indeed moving toward lower impact packaging technologies, using different
materials and innovative package designs, and the trend toward waste minimization appears to be
growing based on consumer demand for such changes.

In summary, none of the alternatives to landfilling are truly feasible, particularly on a large scale, with the
possible exceptions of sustainable landfill technology, bio-sludge composting, altemative daily cover
materials, and the limited use of recycling, which are incorporated to the extent possible in the plans for
the facility. In light of the increased protections afforded to the environment by operation of the site, the
environmental dangers associated with the altematives of energy recovery or disposal via incineration,
and the lack of any environmental advantage to hauling waste out-of-parish, there are no alternative
projects that would offer more protection to the environment than the facility as proposed, without unduly
curtailing nen-environmental benefits.
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. 523.D. a discussion of possible alternative facilities which would offer more protection to the
environment without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits; and

The Harold J. “Babe” Landry Landfill is an existing landfill facility, having been in operation since before
1882. Assuming all other characteristics to be similar, the relative environmental impacts associated with
siting a new facility are much greater than those resulting from continued operation of an existing facility.
In short, there are certain environmental risks and impacts that are associated with having a landfill in the
area (odors, methane generation, potential surface water infiltration, efc.) and these impacts do not go
away if waste deposition is ceased. [n addition, these impacts will not increase with acceptance of
RACM waste. Constructing a landfil on a new site brings those impacts to the new site without
alleviating them from the existing site, essentially doubling the overall niskimpact from those issues. In
the context of continued operation of an existing facility, therefore, consideration of alterative sites may
be viewed as inherently less important than in the siting of a new facility. This fact notwithstanding, the
following analysis of potential altemative sites is provided, which demonstrates that there are no
alternative sites that would provide greater protection to the environment than the existing site without
unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits.

As mentioned previously, one altemative to this landfill is not to do any project, shipping all waste to
existing, out-of-Parish landfills. The economics of this option are discussed in detail in §523.B above,
. but, since not every landfill is created equal, an evaluation of the expected environmental risks
associated with shipping St. Mary Parish’s waste to existing, out-of-Parish landfills will be considered
here. The purpose of this comparison is to determine whether there are any potential altemative landfills
that might be environmentally superior to the St. Mary Parish Landfill to the extent that, despite the
various economic advantages of the St. Mary Parish site, environmental risk minimization compels a
choice of shipping to the altemnative landfill. As such, environmental comparisons between the St. Mary
Parish Landfill and each of the four most likely alternative landfills will be presented here. For a couple of
reasons, the comparisons focus on discussion of geologic and hydrogeologic site characteristics. First,
these are clearly the most important environmental site characteristics when siting a fandfill, because
they are the major factors in whether usable groundwater would be contaminated in the event of a leak
from the landfill liner system. Second, since all fandfills now in operation should be constructed and
operated according to minimum requirements of EPA’s Subtitle D regulations, there should be little
difference between any two landfills with respect to design, construction, or operation. This statement
camies the following caveats: the existing site was designed more recently than the four potential
altematives, so landfill design technology has advanced beyond what was available when the other
facilities were designed and built, and St. Mary Parish has chosen to go beyond the requirements of
Subtitle D, as discussed elsewhere in this document. Even considering these caveats, the differences in
risk will be minor compared to differences in geologic and hydrogeologic characteristics. As such, the
following paragraphs contain, first, a description of the pertinent geologic and hydrogeologic
characteristics of the St. Mary Parish Landfill, and next, comparisons between the St. Mary Parish
. Landfill and each of the altemative landfills mentioned in §523.A, above. It should be noted that each of
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. the potential alternative landfills discussed here has been determined by LDEQ to be on sites that have
suitable geology and hydrogeology for siting a landfill and each has been permitted by LDEQ for such

purpose. Any comparisons included herein are intended solely to show that none of the attemate sites is
superior to the site of the St. Mary Parish Landfill. (All geologic and hydrogeologic information regarding
the potential alternative landfills was taken from the permit application documents of these landfills on file
at LDEQ.)

Harold J. “Babe” Landry Landfill - Berwick, LA — Owner: Government of St. Mary Parish

The Harold J. “Babe” Landry Landfill is underiain by three permeable zones between ground surface and
100 feet below ground surface (bgs). The first of these is a discontinuous band of sand and silt, the top
of which is between 8 and 22 feet bgs and having an average thickness of 4.5 feet. The maximum
excavation for Cell 4 is 5 feet, near the center of the cell, so the minimum thickness of the natural clay
barrier between the excavation and the top of this discontinuous permeable zone is 3 feet. No sand or
silt deposits were encountered in this natural clay barrier zone that is between the excavation and the first
permeable zone. This first permeable zone is underlain by a stratum of clay (CH-CL) that is uninterrupted
between 24 feet and 44 feet bgs. This means that, between the first and second pemmeable zones, there
is an approximate 20 foot layer of clay in which no sand, silt, or appreciable organic matter were
detected. The next permeable zone begins at 44 feet bgs, is about 9 feet thick, and is discontinuous
below the site (sand and/or silt detected in 5 of 19 borings). This permeable zone is underlain by another

. layer of clay that extends vertically from 50 feet to at least 63 feet bgs, in which no sand, silt, or
appreciable organic matter were detected. Below this 13 foot layer of clay is the third permeable zone,
which is a continuous aquifer of undetermined thickness and broad areal extent. This aquifer is the first
continuous permeable zone below the site and there are no known producing wells within 3 miles of the
site. The reason the aquifer is unused in this area is described in detail below.

According to Water Resources Bulletin No. 1 Ground Wafer in Louisiana, published in 1960 by the La.
Department of Conservation, the Louisiana Geological Survey, and the La. Department of Public Works,
the existing site is located in Region 5C, where “...there is no fresh ground water except possible thin
lenses of fresh water floating on salt water.” In other words, the water contained in the aquifer below the
site is unusable for all practical purposes, as evidenced by the fact that all drinking water in the area is
derived from surface sources.

According to the map Recharge Potential of Louisiana Aquifers and the accompanying booklet, which
were prepared in 1989 by the Louisiana Geological Survey for the Department of Environmental Quality,
the site is located below the southern limit of recharge areas for major freshwater aquifers in an area that
does “...not recharge major Louisiana freshwater aquifers.” In other words, no recharge of aquifers from
surface water occurs in the area in which the site is located.
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. In summary, the groundwater under the site is protected from potential contamination from the landfill by
the following geologic and hydrogeologic characteristics:

¢ There is a minimum 3-foot thick natural clay barmier between the bottom of excavation and
the first permeable zone.

+ There are a minimum of 36 feet (combined, in three strata} of natural clay between the
bottom of excavation and the top of the first continuous permeable zone beneath the
landfill.

In addition, the site is in an area that does not recharge freshwater aquifers, and the aquifers in the area
are not used for fresh water production because of poor quality.

Colonial Landfill - Sorrento, LA — Owner: BFI — Distance from Harold J. “Babe” Landry Landfill:
59 miles

The first continuous permeable zone beneath the Colonial Landfill is located at approximately 40 feet
msl and there is one 9 foot clay bamier between the bottom of the landfill excavation and the first
continuous permeable zone below the facility. This is in comparison to St. Mary Parish, which has a total
of 58 feet (including 36 feet of uninterrupted clay, in three strata) between the bottom of excavation and
the shallowest continuous permeable zone. It should be noted that the Colonial landfill is surrounded by

. a slurry wall, which is designed to prevent horizontal migration of groundwater by blocking flow by the
installation of an impermeable underground wall of clay slurry.

According to the Ground Water in Louisiana bulletin, mentioned above, the site of Colonial landfill is on
the boundary between Regions 1C and 4C, so both regions are discussed here. In Region 1C,
“Moderate to large quantities of soft ground water generally are available...” and in Region 4, “Moderate
to targe quantities of hard water are available...”; however, in the 4C portion of the region, the fresh water
exists in the same sand unit with salt water, requiring shallow screening of wells and low flow rates.
Regardless of which ground water region the Colonial site is in, the site is not superior to the St. Mary
Parish site, where there is no fresh groundwater available.

According to the Recharge Potential of Louisiana Aquifers map mentioned above, the site of Colonial
landfill is located in the recharge zone of the alluvial aquifer of the Mississippi River, and, according to the
accompanying booklet, “The alluvial aquifers are recharged through the direct infiltration of rainfall in the
river valleys, lateral and upward movement of water from adjacent and underlying aquifers, and overbank
stream flooding.” Therefore, compared to the St. Mary Parish site, (which is located below the southem
limit of recharge areas for major freshwater aquifers), this site is not superior with respect to aquifer
recharge potential.

. Based on the above discussion, the geologic and hydrogeologic characteristics of the Colonial site are
not superior to those of the site in St. Mary Parish.
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. Reliable, Production Service Landfill - Livonia, LA — Owner: Waste Management - Distance from
Harold J. “Babe™ Landry Landfill: 119 miles

At the site of the Reliable Landfill, there are approximately 13 feet of uninterrupted clay strata between
the bottom of excavation and the alluvial aquifer, whereas the first continuous permeable zone at the St.
Mary Parish site, which is the alluvial aquifer, is separated from the bottom of excavation by at least 36
feet of uninterrupted clay strata.

According to the Ground Water in Louisiana bulletin, mentioned above, the site of Reliable landfill is in
Region 3B, indicating moderate to large quantities of hard water and small to large quantities of soft
water available from quaternary and the underlying deposits of Miocene and Pliocene ages. In addition,
as mentioned above, the shallow permeable zone below the site, as well as the alluvial aquifer, are
widely used for water production in the area. Based on this information, the site is not superior to the St.
Mary Parish site, where there is no fresh groundwater available.

According to the Recharge Potential of Louisiana Aquifers map mentioned above, the site of Reliable
landfill is located in the recharge zone of the alluvial aquifer of the Mississippi River, and, according to the
accompanying booklet, “The alluvial aquifers are recharged through the direct infiltration of rainfall in the
river valleys, lateral and upward movement of water from adjacent and underlying aquifers, and overbank
stream flooding.” Therefore, compared to the St. Mary Parish site, (which is located below the southemn

. limit of recharge areas for major freshwater aquifers), this site is not superior with respect to aquifer
recharge potential.

Based on the above discussion, the geologic and hydrogeologic characteristics of the Reliable site are
not superior to those of the site in St. Mary Parish.

Riverbirch Landfill — Avondale, LA — Owner: Riverbirch, Inc. — Distance from Harold J. “Babe”
Landry Landfill: 72 miles

The shallowest continuous permeable zone beneath the Riverbirch Landfill occurs at 72 to 83 feet bgs.
Between the bottom of excavation and the top of this permeable zone, there is a 25 foot thick clay
stratum. In comparison, The St. Mary site has 36 feet of clay between the bottom of excavation and the
top of the shallowest continuous permeable zone.

According to the Ground Water in Louisiana builetin, mentioned ahove, the site of Riverbirch landfill is in

Region 1C near the boundary with Region 4C, so both regions are discussed here. In Region 1C,

“Moderate to large quantities of soft ground water generally are available...” and in Region 4, “Moderate

to large quantities of hard water are available...”; however, in the 4C portion of the region, the fresh water

exists in the same sand unit with salt water, requiring shallow screening of wells and low flow rates.

Regardless of which ground water region the Riverbirch site is in, the site is not superior to the St. Mary
. Parish site, where there is no fresh groundwater available.
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According to the Recharge Potential of Louisiana Aquifers map mentioned above, the site of Riverbirch
landfill is located in the recharge zone of the alluvial aquifer of the Mississippi River, and, according to the
accompanying booklet, “The alluvial aquifers are recharged through the direct infiltration of rainfall in the
river valleys, lateral and upward movement of water from adjacent and underlying aquifers, and overbank
stream flooding.” Therefore, compared to the St. Mary Parish site, {which is located well below the
southern limit of recharge areas for major freshwater aquifers), the Riverbirch site is not superior with
respect to aquifer recharge potential.

Therefore, the geologic and hydrogeologic characteristics of the Riverbirch site are not superior to those
of the site in St. Mary Parish.

Woodside Landfill - Walker, LA —~ Owner: WMI — Distance from Harold J. “Babe"” Landry Landfill:
86 miles

Although there are low yield wells in the shallow permeable zones at the site, there is no natural clay
barrier between the bottorn of excavation and this first continuous permeable zone, as compared to the
St. Mary site, which has a minimum of 3 feet of natural clay between the bottom of the excavation and
the first permeable zone. The deep Prairie aquifer is located about “...70 to 75 feet below the ground

. surface...”

According to the Ground Water in Louisiana bulletin, mentioned above, the site of Woodside landfill is in
Region 1C, where “Moderate to large quantities of soft ground water generally are available...”, a fact
that is bome out by the numerous water wells in the area. As such, the site is not superior to the St. Mary
Parish site with respect to ground water resources in that there is widespread usage of groundwater in
the area, as opposed to the St. Mary Parish site, where there is no fresh groundwater available.

According to the Recharge Potential of Louisiana Aquifers map mentioned above, the site of Woodside
landfill is located partially in the recharge zone of the Southeast Louisiana Aquifer System, and partially in
the recharge zone of the Alluvial Aquifer System. According to the accompanying booklet, recharge of
the Southeast Louisiana system “...occurs primarily by the direct infiltration of rainfall in interstream,
upland outcrop areas...” and “The alluvial aquifers are recharged through the direct infiltration of rainfall
in the river valleys, lateral and upward movement of water from adjacent and underlying aquifers, and
overbank stream flooding.” Compared to the St. Mary Parish site, (which is located well below the
southem limit of recharge areas for major freshwater aquifers), the Woodside site is not superior with
respect to aquifer recharge potential.

Based on the above discussion, it is clear that the geologic and hydrogeologic characteristics of the
. Woodside site are not superior to those of the site in St. Mary Parish.

Page 27



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36293850, Page 122 of 476

LAC 33:VII PArT Il 523.D

. Considering the available information covered in the above discussions comparing the geologic and
hydrogeologic characteristics of each of the potential alternative sites with those of the St. Mary Parish
site, it appears that none of the potential aiternatives is superior to the St. Mary site with respect to these
criteria. If one adds to the consideration the negative environmental impacts associated with hauling St.
Mary Parish's waste many miles to an out-of-Parish landfill, as well as the negative economic impacts
associated with that choice, it is clear that the choice to not continue operating the St. Mary Parish landfll
in favor of trucking waste out-of-Parish would not only be detrimental to the economy of St. Mary Parish,
but would carry an overall environmental disbenefit.

In the process of selecting this site originally, St. Mary Parish considered a total of three sites, each of
which was offered in response to an advertisement for such property. Development costs for each site
were determined to be approximately equal; however, each of the two sites not chosen would have
required an additional transfer station, thus increasing the overall project cost. In addition to this financial
analysis, a Solid Waste Site Suitability Study (Appendix E.12), including site characterization and
geotechnical investigation, was conducted in 1982 by the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources to
determine the suitability of the existing site for the. purposes of developing a landfil. The conclusions of
that study state that, contingent on several recommendations that were subsequently implemented, the

“...site is suitable for solid waste disposal activities.” This conclusion was based on geologic and
hydrogeologic analysis, as well as groundwater and envirenmental investigations.

In addition to the original site selection process mentioned above, St. Mary Parish conducted a new site
selection evaluation for purposes of determining whether there are superior alternative sites for St. Mary
Parish’s 2002 landfill expansion project (permitting and construction of Cell 4). Because of financial and
other considerations, only sites within St. Mary Parish were considered as potential alternatives.
Assuming, then, that any altemative site would be in St. Mary Parish, consideration fums to whether
there are available sites within the Parish that would offer more protection to the environment than the
present site. As soil type and potential for aquifer recharge are the most important site characteristics
from the standpoint of what is arguably the greatest risk posed by landfills, that of groundwater
contamination, favorable geologic and hydrogeologic characteristics were given significant weight in
assessing the viability of potential altemative sites.

Prior to exploring the Parish for potential landfill development sites, St. Mary Parish recognized that there
is previously used but available space at the current site that might provide superior site characteristics
for development as a landfill. For instance, the area that includes Cells 1 and 2, which is north of Cell 3,
and the Old Berwick Dump area, which is immediately to the east of Cell 3, have each been used
previousty for solid waste disposal and closed, but were not developed vertically to the maximum extent
possible. Because they are both slightly elevated and treeless, one can assume that neither is in a
wetland area or is part of occupied Louisiana Black Bear habitat. One can also assume that the geologic
. and hydrogeologic characteristics are similar to those of the Cell 4 area. With this said, it would appear
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. initially that the two areas would be superior to the Cell 4 area, in that they are essentially identical to the
Cell 4 area, except that they do not encroach on wetlands.

Both of the areas mentioned above were used for waste disposal prior to the implementation in Louisiana
of the requirements mandated under Subtitte D of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA). This means that neither disposal area is equipped with a liner nor any mechanism to prevent
groundwater contamination from the waste contained therein. While this does not appear to have been
problematic to groundwater quality thus far, it creates a complication for development of the area as a
Subtitle D landfill in that it renders determination of the source of any future downgradient groundwater
quality problems very difficult (i.e., the site would not be “monitorable™. That is, if groundwater quality
problems are detected in the future, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to determine whether the
contamination was the result of a leak or other problem with the new Subtitle D liner system, or simply
delayed leaching out of contaminants from the old, unlined disposal area under the new landfill.

Construction of a landfill over existing waste creates other problems, as well, such as the possibility of
excessive differential settlement due to decomposition of the sub-waste, resulting in potential damage to
the liner system. In order to prevent this problem, the entire volume of sub-waste would require
stabilization prior to construction of the new landfill, a time consuming process (2 to 3 years) that would
have precluded project completion prior to the time that Cell 3 was expected to reach capacity.

In addition to the environmental concems discussed above, each of the two on-site areas has boundary
constraints that severely limit the economic feasibility of developing a landfill there. The Old Berwick
Dump area is contiguous with Cell 3, but is very small for landfill development (about 6 acres) and is
bound by immovable constraints on all sides. Even development of the Cell 1 and Cell 2 area, which is
approximately the same size as Cell 3, is very limited in potential for airspace compared to the Cell 4
area. First, approximately 10 vertical feet of airspace is unavailable because of the waste already
present there. Second, the area is constrained on all sides, meaning adjacent development is not
possible. The pipelines on the southwest boundary, in particular, are problematic, because they prevent
joining the new cell with Cell 3, resulting in loss of the “v-shaped” airspace between two adjacent cells.
Because of the environmental, logistic, and economic complications listed above, St. Mary Parish
removed further development of these two areas from consideration in the site selection process.

After investigating sites within the confines of the current property, St. Mary Parish contacted owners of
available properties in the Parish that were at least 200 contiguous acres and located in non-wetland
areas generally between Franklin and Morgan City. While the Cell 4 area includes less than 65 acres, at
least 200 acres would be required to construct a new landfill because the ancillary areas, buildings, and
equipment required and already present at the current St. Mary Parish site would have to be developed
at a new site. Six sites were located that met these broad criteria, and they are shown on the figure in
. Exhibit 28, Alternative Site Evaluation Map. Four of the six sites are in the westem end of the Parish
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. near Frankfin and the other two are in the east. Upon initial investigation of the six sites, three were
determined immediately to be infeasible for various reasons, which are discussed here:

Site 1 - Site 1 is about 2 miles east-northeast of the center of Baldwin. The property is oddly shaped
and consists of about 400 acres, but is crossed in several different places by at least nine oil or gas
pipelines, and straddles U.S. Highway 90. The presence of the pipelines and highway reduces the
fargest section of this property to less than 100 acres, making it infeasible for development as a
landfill.

Site 4 — Site 4 is about 4.5 miles south-southwest of Centerville on Parish Road 317 (Bayou Sale
Road). The property is about 200 acres, but, again, is crossed by at least nine oil or gas pipelines,
as well as Bayou Sale Road, Bayou Sale, and a rail spur. Again, the presence of these many
dividing features renders the site infeasible for development as a landfill.

Site § — Site 5 is immediately north of Calumet within the Wax Lake East Ring levee. It actually

consists of five contiguous properties totaling about 680 acres on the north side of Bayou Teche.

The eliminating factor for this site is its proximity to the Williams Memonial Airport; it is immediately

across Bayou Teche from the airport, a distance of about 2,000 feet at the closest point. Considering

the LDEQ regulations regarding proximity to airports, along with the new FAA restrictions (6 miles,
. minimum} for a new landfill, this site is infeasible for development as a landfill.

With these three sites eliminated, three potential sites remained for more detailed evaluation. The
evaluation of each remaining potential site, including investigation of such criteria as site geology, site
hydrology, anticipated impact on populated areas, and travel routes and distances for garbage trucks,
among others, is included below. It should be noted here that there are several site characteristics that
are common to all of the sites, and those are listed first.

Commeon Site Characteristics

Wetlands — The site of the Cell 4 contained designated wetland areas of varying quality. As stated
above, only properties that are located in non-wetlands were considered as allemative sites. While
exclusion of sites containing wetland areas from the search may at first seem to omit potentially superior
sites from consideration, in practice this is highly unlikely. Upon review of the available geologic and
hydrogeologic information on the Parish (Surface Soils, Aquifer Recharge Potential, Aquifer Use), it is
reascnable to assume that, with respect to these criteria, there is not a superior site in the Parish, as
demonstrated by the following:

» With respect to aquifer recharge potential, the entire Parish, with the exception of a small
area in the northwest of the Parish, is below the “Southern limit of recharge areas for major
. freshwater aquifers” according to the map entited Recharge Potential of Louisiana
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Aquifers. This means the only distinction that could be made between any two areas of
the Parish with respect to aquifer recharge potential would be between a site that is above
the aforementioned “Southern limit” and a site that is below, with the site that is below
being superior as a potential site for development of a landfil because of reduced
opportunity to damage the water quality in a freshwater aquifer. The existing site of the
landfill is below the “Southem limit,” and therefore superior to any site in the Parish that is
above that line and equal to any site that is below that line with respect to aquifer recharge
potential as it relates to landfill development.

With respect to groundwater avaitability, St. Mary Parish comprises three sub-regions as
defined in Groundwafter in Louisiana, a Water Resources Bulletin published by the State of
Louisiana. The sub-region that possesses the highest quality groundwater resources is
4B, which covers the westem half of the Parish. The next highest quality groundwater
resources are available in sub-region 4C, which covers roughly the northern half of the
eastem half of the Parish. The lowest quality groundwater resources in the Parish, and
indeed in the State of Louisiana, are located in sub-region 5C, which possesses “...no
fresh ground water except possibly thin lenses of fresh water floating on salt water.” The
area of the existing site is designated as 5C, so the site is superior or equal to any site in
the Parish with respect to groundwater availability as it relates to landfill development.

According to the map entitted Recharge Potential of Louisiana Aquifers, published by the
Louisiana Geolegic Survey in 1988, the surface geology of St. Mary Parish is represented
by four different soil types: Alluvium, Natural Levees, Delta Plain (Fresh Marsh), and
Prairie Terraces. The least common of these in the Parish, Prairie Terraces, exist only
around the tops of salt dome formations. The other three surface geology types are more
or less equally represented in the Parish, with the Natural Levees occupying the areas
immediately surrounding Bayou Teche, Bayou Sale, and Bayou Cypremort, the Delta Plain
occupying the majority of the coastal areas, and the Alluvium occupying the areas between
the two.

With respect to landfil development, the Prairie Terraces are completely unsuitable
because of the intersection of so many different geologic strata with the surface in such a
small area. The Natural Levees are the next worst surface geology type because the
predominantly silty content of the surface soils provides opportunity for subsurface
transport of potentially contaminated groundwater. The soils of both the Alluvium and
Delta Plain areas contain predominanily clay, with other materials also present. The
Alluvium also contains silty clay and some sand and gravel locally. The Delta Plain also
contains very high organic content, with some peat. As such, comparing the suitability of
Alluvium and Delta Plain for landfill development is essentially a comparison of the porosity
increasing effects of silty clay, sand and gravel with those of peat and other organic
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. content. They all have the potential to increase porosity, and local geologic investigation
would be required to determine the exact make-up and extent of the soils at any potential
site, but in general, organic material would be at least equal to, if not superior to silty clay,
sand, and gravel with respect to minimizing sub-surface groundwater flows.

¢ The area of the existing site is designated as Delta Plain on the aforementioned map, so
the site is superior or equal to any site in the Parish with respect to surface geology as it
relates to landfill development.

Based on the above discussion of the geology and hydrogeology of St. Mary Parish, one can conclude
that there is not an area in the Parish with demonstrably superior characteristics for landfill development
with respect to geology and hydrogeology compared to the area on which the site is located. As such, if
one is searching for an environmentally superior site in St. Mary Parish, one must look to other important
environmental criteria. Because there is substantial environmental benefit to continued operation of an
existing landfill versus developing a new site, the environmental advantage in terms of this other criterion
must be substantial to overcome the disadvantage of developing a new site. Hence, if one looks to
wetlands impact as an important, albeit secondary, criterion in selecting a site for landfill development, it

follows that the advantage in terms of wetland impact would need to be substantial to indicate a
relocation of the project.

In other words, if a site has even a minor impact on wetlands, it cannot be environmentally superior to the
existing site. This criterion is even more relevant at this point because the wetlands at the existing site
have already been impacted and mitigated, and these activities were permitted by the Army Corps of
Engineers (Exhibit 30). In addition, the advantages of the existing site with respect to other, more
important criteria {geologic, hydrogeologic, and same site expansion) must be considered. Therefore,
when setting the criteria for the altemate site investigation process, St. Mary Parish felt that, in order to
have any potential for being a superior site, a potential site would need to have no impact on wetlands,
hence the initial requirement that potential sites not include wetlands.

Aquifer Recharge — According to the map Recharge Potential of Louisiana Aquifers, published in
1988 by the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, all of the sites considered, as well as
the current site of the landfill, are denoted as being in “Areas that do not recharge major Louisiana
freshwater aquifers.”

Groundwater Access — While the Chicot Aquifer underlies most of St. Mary Parish, it is briney and
unsuitable for most uses in all eastem parts of the Parish (east of the Wax Lake Outlet). Specifically,
Sites 1 through 4 are located in a region classified as “4B,” which has large quantities of hard water
available from the aquifer; Sites 5 and 6 are located in a region classified as “4C,” which has hard
. water available from the aquifer, but in the same sand unit with salt water; and the current site of the
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. landfill is located in a region classified as “5C,” which has litle or no potable water available from
ground water sources. (All above information taken from “Ground Water in Louisiana”, published in
1960 by the Louisiana Department of Conservation, the Louisiana Geological Survey, and the
Louisiana Department of Public Works.) Consequently, water supplies in the eastem end of the
Parish are obtained almost exclusively from surface water sources, whereas water supplies in the
westem end of the Parish are obtained from both groundwater and surface sources.

Surface Geology — According to the “Geological Map of Louisiana,” published in 1984 by the
Louisiana Geological Survey, all of the alternative sites considered are located in areas denoted as
“Natural Levees." The soils in these areas are composed of “...gray and brown silt, silty clay, some
very fine sand...” As such, the soils in these areas are somewhat resistant to water transport, but do
contain silt and sand, potentially having some avenues for permeation. The current site of the landfill
is located in an area denoted as “Delta Plain, Fresh Marsh,” the soils of which are composed of
“...gray to black clay of very high organic content, some peat...” Being mostly clay and lacking the
silts and sands of the Natural Levees, these soils are considerably less permeable than those found
in the Natural Levees.

Black Bear Habitat — All properties considered as altemative sites for the landfill are currently being
utilized for sugar cane production. Of the three altemative sites evaluated in detail, all are adjacent to

. forested wetlands or to the Atchafalaya Basin, which means that they would all be classified as
“Proposed Critical Habitat’ for the Louisiana Black Bear under the definition proposed by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. (Habitat: Cypress-tupelo swamp, cypress swamp, bottomland forest,
coastal marsh, sugarcane fields adjacent to Atchafalaya Basin.) The area utilized for Cell 4 is also
classified as “Proposed Critical Habitat.”

The following three properties were selected for further evaluation as altemative sites for the placement
of St. Mary Parish’s Landfill project. They were chosen hbased on not being eliminated in the previous
phase of evaluation. All references to land use and site conditions at these subject properties are based
on those determined to exist at the time of the study. Land use and site conditions may have since
changed.

Site 2 — Site 2 is about 1 mile east of the center of Franklin, directly across Bayou Teche (1/4 mile)
from residential areas of Franklin, fronting the north side of State Highway 87 (La 87) for about 1.5
miles. No archeological or historical surveys were conducted for the site, but it is highly unlikely that
any archegclogical or historical sites are present there because the land has been under cultivation for
many years. Because of its proximity to the city of Franklin, the site is within a mile of several
registered historical landmarks, mostly antebellum structures.

Page 33



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36293850, Page 128 of 476

LAC 33:VIl Part Il 523.D

. The tract is approximately 240 acres and is approximately ¥4 mile deep. It is approximately 2.5 miles
from the Atchafalaya Basin West Levee and is abutted on the back by forested wetlands that run
from the base of the levee west to behind the west end of the property. It is classified as “previously
converted wetlands” and is kept dry by private levees and pumps. The tract is cumently utilized for
sugar cane production, but is part of a mitigation land bank awaiting commitment and planting.
Because of the ability to controt water levels, the planned reforestation species for this tract is
cypress. Site 2 is generally two feet above msl and, according to FEMA's Flood Insurance Rate
Map, lies mostly in Flood Zone C.

Access to the site from Franklin is via a bridge that crosses Bayou Teche in the center of town and
intersects La 87. Access from the east end of the Parish is across either this bridge or a bridge that
crosses Bayou Teche in Centerville, to the east. Either route requires transport of the waste through
residential and commercial areas of one of the two communities.

Site 3 — Site 3 is about 1.5 miles east-southeast of Site 2, directly across Bayou Teche (¥4 mile) from

the community of Centerville, fronting the north side of La 87 for approximately % mile. While no

archeological or historical surveys were conducted for the site, it is highly unlikely that any

archeological or historical sites are present there because the land has been under cultivation for

many years. Itis likely, however, that, because of its proximity to Bayou Teche and the community of
. Centerville, it is within a mile of at least one registered historical landmark (antebellum home).

The tract is approximately 350 acres and is approximately 3% mile deep. It is approximately % mile
from the Atchafalaya Basin West Levee and is abutted on the back by forested wetlands that run
from the base of the levee west to behind Site 2. Like Site 2, it is classified as “previously converted
wetlands” and is kept dry by privately owned and operated levees and pumps. The tract is currently
utilized for sugar cane production, but is part of the same mitigation land bank awaiting commitment
and planting. Because of the ability to control water levels, the planned reforestation species for this
tract is cypress. Site 3 is generally two feet above msl and, according to FEMA's Flood Insurance
Rate Map, lies partially in each of Flood Zones A and C.

Access to the site is essentially the same as that for Site 2, but the site is closer to the Centerville
Bridge than to the Franklin Bridge. Transport of waste from the east end of the Parish would almost
certainly occur through Centerville, since the Franklin route would be well out of the way.

Site 6 — Site 6 is actually two contiguous properties, each of which satisfies the minimum 200-acre
size requirement. The site is approximately 2 miles northwest of Morgan City, within the Wax Lake
East Ring levee, between Bayou Teche and the Atchafalaya River, on what is called Berwick Island.
Site 6A, the westemmost of the two propetties, is crossed by two north-south oil pipelines, essentially
. dividing the property into two 100-acre tracts. Site 6B, the eastermmost of the two properties,
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. includes as about half of its area a long, thin section between the Wax Lake East Ring Levee and
Bayou Teche, rendering it impractical for development as a landfill; however, piecing together the
section of 6A that is east of the pipelines and the westem section of 6B would provide a site that is
suitable in size and shape for landfill development.

The site is about 2.5 miles from the town of Berwick, and about 2 miles from Morgan City. Berwick
High School and the Berwick Water Works are about 1.2 miles south of the site. While no
archeological or historical surveys were conducted, it is highly unlikely that any archeological or
historical sites are present there because the land has been under cultivation for many years. It is
also unlikely that any historically or archeologically significant sites are near (within 1 mile) the site.
The properties abut the Wax Lake East Ring Levee on the north, which is the containment for the
Atchafalaya Basin at this point. The site is generally two feet above msl, and lies partially in each of
flood zones A1, B, and C.

Access to the site from U.S. Highway 90 would be through the city of Patterson to the bridge over
Bayou Teche, and then via Parish Road 108, which runs from the bridge at Patterson to the property.
Parish Road 108 is a gravel road that would require improvement to all-weather use to provide
adequate access to the site from the Patterson Bridge, a distance of about seven miles.

. A comparative evaluation of site characteristics of Sites 2, 3, and 6 and the existing landfill site leads to
the conclusion that the existing site is superior, with respect to quality for development as a landfill, to
those considered above, even though there are certain aspects of the altemative sites that were superior.
The reasoning behind this conclusion follows.

First, it is important to note that, by design, each of the alternative sites was superior to the existing site
on one important environmental criterion; wetlands. That is, no site was considered as an alternative
unless it was in a non-wetland area; so, since the existing site contained wetland areas at the time of this
study, each of the alternative sites was superior to the existing site with respect to impact on wetlands.
However, this line of reasoning is now irrelevant considering that the wetlands at the existing site have
already been impacted and mitigated, and these activities were pemmitted by the Army Corps of
Engineers.

When one considers soil permeability and effects on aquifers, arguably the two most important

environmental criteria when evaluating a site for development as a landfill, the existing site has

characteristics that are superior to those of each of the altemative sites. While the sites are neutral with

respect to aquifer recharge, all being south of the “southern limit of recharge areas for major freshwater

aquifers,” the existing site is superior when one considers aquifer usage. Therefore, the minimal impact

to wetlands caused by development of Cell 4 was considered acceptable to LDEQ and the Corps of
. Engineers as evidenced by issuance of permits.
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The quality of the water in the aquifer degrades as one moves from northwest to southeast in St. Mary
Parish, going from large quantities of fresh water available in the northwest to little or no potable water
available in the southeast. Sites 2 and 3 are both in an area in which the aquifer is usable, evidenced by
the fact that there are numerous water wells in the area. Water quality in the aquifer under Site 6 is
marginally worse than that under Sites 2 and 3, but still available. The existing site, on the other hand, is
in a region classified as “5C,” which has little or no potable water available from ground sources. Again,
this fact is evidenced by the complete absence of operational water wells in the area of existing site. The
implication here is that the impacts of groundwater contamination as a result of some failure of the landfill
containment system would be far less severe at the existing site than at either Site 2 or 3, and marginally
less severe than at Site 6.

When one considers surface geology, the existing site is also superior to the alternative sites. While all of
the sites are on alluvial soils, there is a distinction between the soil quality below the altemative sites and
the existing site. Each of the altemative sites, being situated next to Bayou Teche, is on soil dencted as
“Natural Levees,” which consists of “...gray and brown silt, silty clay, some very fine sand...,” while the
existing site is situated on soil denoted as “Fresh Marsh,” the soils of which are composed of “...gray to
black clay of very high organic content, some peat...” The distinction between the two is the silt and
sand content of the “Natural Levees,” as opposed to clay in the “Fresh Marsh.” The likelihood of the

. presence of more silt and sand under the altemative sites creates a greater potential for soil permeation
of contamination in the event of a failure of the containment system than does the clay that underiies the
existing site.

After evaluating what could be considered the "major® environmental criteria for selecting a site for a
landfill, one moves to other considerations. Among these are haul distances, impact on populated areas,
and infrastructure issues. Since the landfill receives all MSW from the rural areas of the Parish, as well
as the various municipalities in the Parish (Morgan City, Franklin, Berwick, Baldwin, and Patterson), the
greatest concentration of incoming waste originates in the eastem part of the Parish (Morgan City,
Berwick, Patterson, Amelia, and Bayou Vista); therefore, placement of the landfill in the eastem end of
the Parish would result in the fewest vehicle miles required for transport of waste from the points of
origination to the landfill. In this light, Site 6 and the existing site compare favorably to Sites 2 and 3. In
addition to the increased vehicle miles required by siting the landfill at either Site 2 or Site 3, the route of
transport from the various parts of the Parish to these sites will be through the middle of either the
community of Centerville or the City of Franklin. Locating the landfill at Site 8 has a similar issue,
requiring transport through the middle of the city of Patterson. In addition, the route to Site 6 from U.S.
Highway 90 is approximately 8.5 miles, 7 miles of which is a gravel road that would require improvement
to all-weather service. The existing site is located on a Parish road approximately ¥z mile from Highway
90 and does not pass through any residential or commercial developments.
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. Beyond transportation issues, there is the issue of proximity to population centers with respect to odors
and aesthetics. Sites 2 and 3 are each only about % mile from populated areas of Franklin and
Centerville, respectively; Site 6 is approximately 2 miles from Morgan City, the closest population center;
and the existing site is 1 to 1.5 miles from Berwick and Bayou Vista, the two closest population centers.
Depending on the prevailing wind, Sites 2 and 3 certainly carry a higher potential for odor complaints,
regardiess of the control measures taken at the facility. According to the Louisiana State Climatologist's
Office, predominant winds in the region are generally from the south. The southerly wind creates more
issues for the existing site, since the populated areas are north of the site, but, as discussed below, this
has not caused a significant problem. Any northerly winds are more likely to create odor issues for Sites
2, 3, and 6, since all of these sites are north of the nearest respective populated areas. Sites 2 and 3,
especially, are subject to odor transfer issues, since they are located so close to Franklin and Centerville,
respectively. Site 6 is actually the most remote of the four sites considered, and the existing site is next.

The following is a summary of the above comparisons:

Site 2: Site 2 was superior to the existing site with respect to wetlands; however, as mentioned
above, wetlands at the existing site have already been impacted and mitigated, as required by the
permit received from the Amy Corps of Engineers, Site 2 is inferior to the existing site with respect
to groundwater access, surface geology, transportation issues, and proximity to population centers.

. Site 3: Site 3 was supetior to the existing site with respect to wetlands; however, as mentioned
above, wetlands at the existing site have already been impacted and mitigated, as required by the
permit received from the Ammy Corps of Engineers. Site 3 is inferior to the existing site with respect
to groundwater access, surface geology, transportation issues, and proximity to population centers.

Site 6: Site 6 was superior to the existing site with respect to wetlands; however, as mentioned
above, wetlands at the existing site have already been impacted and mitigated, as required by the
permit received from the Army Corps of Engineers. Site 6 is superior to the existing site with regard
to its proximity to population centers. However, Site 6 is inferior to the existing site with respect to
groundwater access, surface geology, transportation issues, and infrastructure improvement
requirements.

Based on these comparisons, it is clear that the existing site is superior to any of the altemative sites
investigated for this study, even if only the “major” criteria (geology and hydrogeology) are considered.
Adding the other criteria to the evaluation only confirms this conclusion.

In addition to the environmental advantages that the existing site possesses relative to the altematives

studied, economic considerations, including the cost of replacing the operations area of the facility and
. implementing the necessary infrastructure upgrades, render the project financially infeasible if relocation
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. of the landfill facility were required. This being the case, location of the project on the existing site is
irevocable and continued operation of this facility is the most environmentally-sound and cost-effective
solution.

The site is located in an area that was determined by the Army Corps of Engineers in 1976 not to be a
wetland, but was subsequently designated in 2000 as “containing wetlands” (Exhibit 29). An application
was submitted to the Army Coms of Engineers for the construction of Cell 4; the application was
approved by issuance of Department of the Army Section 404 Permit No. WI-20-000-3968 (Exhibit 30).
The pemit required onsite mitigation of 11.6 acres through planting of eight species of bottomland
hardwood one-year old seedlings. Restoration also involved removal of invasive species. An additional
16.8 acres of onsite land will be mitigated upon closure of Cell 4. A total of 44.4 acres at the facility have
been placed in a conservation servitude. The Parish also contracted with Louisiana Wetlands, LLC for
the restoration of bottomland hardwoods on 32 acres of offsite abandoned agricultural land managed and
operated in accordance with the Bayou Teche Wetlands Mitigation Area Agreement dated January 28,
1998.

To compensate for the fact that the existing site is situated in a previously wet area with relatively weak
soils, the following design and operational techniques were included in the design of the facility:

. 1. Planned site preparation required minimal excavation, with no off-site disposal of excavated soil.

2. A site subsurface drainage system was installed below the liner system to facilitate removal of
water from below the cell prior to and during construction.

3. A geosynthetic clay liner (as described in the paragraph below) was used in addition to
compacted clay as the secondary containment system.

4. Leachate collection occurs at the center of the cell, so that soil setlement will increase, rather
than decrease, the slope of the leachate collection lines.

The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries has indicated (Exhibit 31) that the site is partially on
occupied habitat of the Louisiana Black Bear, but is not in or near any wildlife management areas or
other environmentally sensitive areas. In addition, a Joint Public Notice issued on October 25, 2000 by
the Ammy Corps of Engineers and LDEQ states that their “...initial finding is that the proposed work would
neither affect any species listed as endangered by the U.S. Departments of Interior or Commerce, nor
affect any habitat designated as critical to the survival and recovery of any endangered species.” in order
to minimize the impact of the landfill on any focal Louisiana Black Bear population, plans for site
development include enclosure of the active areas of the landfill with putrescible waste with an electrified
. fence should foraging by bears become an issue; thus, preventing the bears from contacting the waste.
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. In addition, the daily application of cover material described in the Facility Operations Plan (Appendix B)
will minimize odors that might tend to attract bears to the waste.

As indicated in a letter from the Louisiana Department of Culture, Recreation, and Tourism, (Exhibit 32),
the site is not in or near any historic or culturally significant areas. The Louisiana Department of Natural
Resources has issued a letter stating that the project is exempt from the need for a Coastal Use Permit
(Exhibit 33).

There is no heavy industry, chemical process, or refinery operations in the vicinity of the site, and the site
is in a remote, unzoned location. While there is not precedent for chemical contamination near the site,
the soil and water could not be considered “pristine,” as this is cumently the location of a Type AN
landfill and is within a levee-protected drainage area that includes the town of Berwick and the
community of Bayou Vista. The response to §521.A.1.c indicates that 76% of the property within a three-
mile radius is undeveloped.

The entire site lies in a low area known as “fast lands,” protected by the Wax Lake East Ring Levee from
flooding caused by the Atchafalaya River and storm tides. Rainfall runoff within the ring levee flows
through existing channels and borrow canals to a pump station, where it is discharged to the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway. Nonetheless, according to the Flood Insurance Rate Map, St. Mary Parish, LA,

. Community Panel No. 220192 0175 E, prepared for the Federal Emergency Management Agency and
revised June 18, 1996 (Exhibit 34 — Flood Zone Map), the site is located in a 100-year flood zone, A3,
with a 100-year flood elevation of 1.5 feet above mean sea level (msl). The natural ground elevation in
the majority of the Cell 4 area was between —1' and 0' msl. The top of the perimeter levees that surround
Cell 4 are at an elevation of 5.5 feet above msl, making them 4 feet above the 100-year flood level, and
the levee surrounding the Oxidation Pond is at an elevation of at least 4 feet, which is 2.5 feet above the
100-year flood level. The dikes are stabilized by means of maintenance of vegetation and other Best
Management Practices (BMPs) aimed at minimizing soil erosion. It should be noted that the additional
acreage to be elevated and enclosed by the levee is approximately 64 acres; therefore, the impact on the
temporary water storage capacity of the flood plain is negligible. Based on an estimated flood plain of
13,247 acres (the area of Flood Zone A within the Wax Lake East Ring Levee and contiguous with the
flood plain of the site), the enclosure of these 64 acres will result in @ minimal increase in the 100-year
flood level (refer to the responses to §521.C).

While the area of the site might normally be subject to storm surge associated with a hurricane, the
aforementioned Wax Lake East Ring Levee (Levee), which completely surrounds the area, should
prevent any storm surge from reaching the site. In addition to being protected by the Levee, the site is
too far inland to require consideration of damage from wave action. Because of the design of the final
cover, including a slope/bench configuration with a soil layer 2 feet thick, wind damage is not expected.
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. The site is not ocated in an aquifer recharge area (Exhibit 35 — Aquifer Recharge Area Map). The Chicot
Aquifer underlies the site, but is not a source of fresh water at this point, since it contains brackish to
saline water. In addition to the Chicot Aquifer, there is what appears to be a continuous stratum of sand
below the site starting at an elevation of approximately —80 feet, that is, in all likelihood, either part of the
Chicot Aquifer or connected to it. Local water supplies are extracted from surface water, primarily the
Atchafalaya River and associated lakes. Only one registered water well exists within a mile of the facility;
an oil rig supply weli that has been plugged and abandoned.

Groundwater at the site is at or near the natural ground surface, fluctuating based on river levels of the

Atchafalaya. Groundwater flow is generally toward the west-southwest at a rate of 1x10™ feet per day

(refer to §521.E.1 for details). Since the water table is normally at or near ground surface in this area and

the landfill excavation was only five feet below natural ground in the center of the site, hydraulic gradients

should actually be into, rather than out of the majority of the landfill cell. This means that, should a leak

occur in the liner system, groundwater would actually flow into, rather than out of, the cell, further
. reducing the risk to local groundwater quality.

As indicated in Subpart A, above, the facility does not handle or dispose of hazardous waste, and the
design and operational measures taken (see Subpart E) minimize any risks associated with the operation
‘of a landfill, so the potential health risks associated with the project are negligible. In addition to the

. onsite measures taken to minimize the risks associated with this project, the location of the site itself
further minimizes these risks, Within a three-mile radius of the facility, 76% of the land is undeveloped.
Within this three-mile radius, residences, the vast majority of which are over a mile away, occupy less
than 9% of the area. There are no schools within a mile of the site and na hospitals within three miles of
the site. (Refer to 521.A.1.¢ for detailed information regarding land use in the vicinity of the site.) The
predominant wind direction in the area is from the south, which means that the community of Bayou Vista
would be the primary receptor in the event of a “bad air” day. To date, no “bad air’ days have been
recorded at the facility. Based on the operating record of the facility and the design and operational
measures mentioned above, there is no reason to expect any in the future.

The site is not in an ozone non-attainment zone. The two air quality issues that would most commonly
be associated with a Type I/lIi/lll landfill are emission of garbage odors during the active filling process
and emission of methane from the vent system during the active and post-closure periods. To control the
garbage odors generated during the filling process, daily and interim covers will be applied as needed,
but at least as often as required by LDEQ regulations. In the event unusually strong odors are present,
facility employees are required to take additional comective measures (refer to Appendix B, Facility
Operations Plan).

Plans for monitoring and control of methane during the active and post-closure periods include
. monitoring of vent gasses and implementation of shut-down procedures and comective actions in the
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. event of high methane levels (refer to Appendix B, Facility Operations Plan and Appendix H, Closure and
Post-Closure Plan). As mentioned earlier in Subpart C, St. Mary Parish is considering an altemative
technology that provides for in-situ freatment of landfill waste by injecting air and leachate into the waste,
thus promoting aerobic decomposition of the waste. If implemented, this technique will reduce or
eliminate the generation of methane gas and its associated odors during the active and post-closure
periods.

In any discussion of whether the potential adverse environmental effects of facility have been avoided to
the maximum extent possible, the effect of the geologic and hydrogeologic characteristics of a site cannot
be overlooked. Indeed, in many circumstances, it could be argued that the geology of the facility could
have a greater “protective” effect than any pollution control device or operational constraint. As noted
above, the site was originally chosen — and is proposed for continued operations — in part because of the
favorable geology and hydrogeology of the site. Section 521.D includes in-depth discussion of the
geologic characteristics of the site and Section 521.E includes in-depth discussion of the subsurface
hydrology of the site. Appendix E contains the numerous geotechnical studies and reports that have
been conducted on the site since its original selection as a landfill site.

The risk of leachate contamination of aquifers is a critical concemn, and has been recognized as a basis
for denial or reversal of LDEQ pemits.® Where there is no potential for aquifer recharge in the area of

. the landfill — and the soil underlying the area inhibits the migration of leachate — locational characteristics
alone act to significantly, if not completely, reduce what is perhaps the greatest threat to the environment
posed by landfills. As noted on the Aquifer Recharge Area Map (Exhibit 35), the facility location is not in
or near an area of high, moderate or even low recharge potential for any aquifer. In regard to soil types,
as described in the responses to §521.D, the site is located on alluvial soils, which consist of clays and
silty clays which act as a natural barrier to the migration of leachate in the unlikely event that all other
control measures would fail. Both generally available information and site-specific borings confirm the
existence of layers of clays and silty clays underlying the facility. In regard to faults, the application
demonstrates that there are no known faults in the area or within 1 mile of the site boundaries. Clearly,
the site characteristics act to minimize, to the maximum extent possible, threats to groundwater.

The conclusion ultimately reached, based on consideration of all the above factors, is that the current site
is the location with the least adverse environmental impact and the greatest non-environmental benefits.

. 5 Reference is made to the LDEQ’s decisions related to the Cade | and Cade Il landfill proposals.
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protection to the environment than the facility, as proposed, without unduly curtailing non-

. 623.E. a discussion and description of the mitigating measures which would offer more
environmental benefits.

While this facility is not part of any regional waste management master plan, it also does not conflict with
any such plans. Although not currently active, the Louisiana Resource Recovery and Development
Authority previously confirmed this fact via written communication (Exhibit 36). In the absence of a
master plan, the permitted Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) landfills in the State have been developed
somewhat evenly with respect to geography and population. The nearest permitted MSW landfill to St.
Mary Parish is over 55 miles away by road, and the next nearest available landfill is over 70 miles away.
Thus, the facility provides Type I/Il/Ill landfill services to St. Mary Parish and all adjoining parishes, none
of which currently has a permitted Type /Il landfill within its boundaries (the Terrebonne Parish Ashland
Landfill is shown on LDEQ'’s list of Permitted Type | & |l Facilities as “closing soon”.

As the provider of solid waste disposal services for the Parish, the Parish Government has integrated all
aspects of waste management to the maximum extent possible, and this facility is part of that integrated
system. MSW from Franklin is collected by Waste Management, while MSW from Berwick, Patterson,
and unincorporated areas of the Parish is collected by SWDI, LLC. Collection of MSW in Baldwin and
Morgan City is performed by those municipalities. Upon collection, all MSW generated within the Parish
is delivered to either the St. Mary Parish Landfill, which is located on the east end of the Parish, or to the

. Parish's West End Pick-up Station, which is located in Franklin, for consolidation and transfer to the
landfill. Type Il waste is collected from local municipaliies and unincorporated areas, as well as,
delivered to the facility by local citizens, businesses, and contractors. Similarly, Type | waste is
anticipated for delivery to the facility by local citizens, businesses, and contractors.

In an attempt to extend the useful life of the landfill and provide a waste minimization opportunity to their
citizens, the Parish began a curbside recycling program throughout the Parish in 1992, discussed in
detail in §523.C, above. The program was operated, via contract with Waste Management, for almost
three years, but was discontinued due to lack of participation. As a substitute for the discontinued
curbside-recycling plan, the Parish now provides recycling receptacles at various locations throughout
the Parish, including at the landfill and the Parish’s West End Pick-up Station, for use by all residents.

In addition to the above components of the integrated waste management system, the Parish also
separates various recyclable and reusable materials at the landfill, including used tires and white goods
(refrigerators, washing machines, etc.) and other scrap metal. The Parish collects and stores used tires
for processing and re-use within the State. In fact, the construction of Cell 4 employed shredded used
tires as a subsurface drainage medium.

Also as part of the waste management plan for the Parish, incoming segregated Type Il wastes are
. deposited in a separate section of the landfill permitted for such wastes (Cell 3A), thus extending the life
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of the Type I/ll cells, reducing the overall cost of landfiling waste in the Parish, and reducing the amount
of Type I/l contact water and leachate.

An altemative technology implemented by the Parish to extend the life of the landfill involves the use of
altemnate daily cover materials, as approved by issuance of Permit No. P-0193R1; these altemative
materials include tarps, Topcoat® (or similar spray-on slurry), and/or foam. The facility currently uses a
spray-on slurry material manufactured by Topcoat®. According to Central Fiber Corporation
{manufacturer of Topcoat®), in three months, at six inches per day, 33 feet of daily cover material will be
added over the waste, while utilization of Topcoat® will add only 33 inches of material
(hitp:/Amwww.centralfiber.com/ade.shtml). Operational methods and additional data for tarps, foam, and
Topcoat® (or similar spray-on slurry) are included in the Facility Operations Plan.

Regarding quality assurance controls and out-of-spec, rejected, and non-compatible wastes, refer to the
Facility Operations Plan (Appendix B) and the Industrial Waste Acceptance Quality Assurance/Quality
Control Plan (Appendix D).

As discussed in Subpart 523.D, there are two specific environmental issues that were addressed at this

site in order to minimize the environmental impact of the facility: Louisiana Black Bear habitat and
wetlands.

a) In order to minimize the potential for impact on any Louisiana Black Bears in the vicinity of the
site, the active areas of the landfill property will be surrounded by an electrified fence should
foraging by bears become an issue. The fence will consist of three strands of electrified wire.
This type of fence has been proven in similar applications to protect bears from any interaction
with wastes in open cells. In addition, the smallest practicable working face will be maintained at
all imes, minimizing odors from the landfill, and the working face will be covered with daily and
interim covers according to the requirements of §711.B.2. Cell 4 was located to avoid the nearby
area that has been designated by the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries to he
“Occupied Louisiana Black Bear Habitat,” as well as a 150 foot buffer zone around said area,
allowing for continued use of the wooded area by Louisiana Black Bears.

b) In order to minimize the potential for impact on the wetlands adjacent to the site, St. Mary Parish
has incorporated many water quality protective measures into the design and operation plans of
the facility. These measures are discussed below, and include the waste and water management
procedures identified in the Facility Operations Plan (Appendix B), a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), a Groundwater Monitoring Plan (Appendix A), and compliance with
the NPDES system of pollution elimination. In addition to these measures being taken to
minimize the impact this project may have on area wetlands, St. Mary Parish has mitigated the
unavoidable loss of wetlands due to the development of Cell 4 by enhancing, restoring, or
creating other wetlands according to the requirements of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
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. The other mitigating measures utilized at the site, as set forth in the responses to §521, either meet or
exceed all applicable regulatory requirements. A review of the primary mitigation systems and techniques
demonstrates that there are no mitigation measures that would offer more protection to the environment
than thase cumently utilized without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits. A listing of mitigation
measures incorporated into the design and operational plans of the facility — and particularly those that
exceed the regulatory requirements — demonstrates that there are no additional mitigation measures
which would offer more protection to the environment than the facility as proposed without unduly
curtailing non-environmental benefits.

a)

b}

d)

e)

Liner System: St. Mary Parish’s liner system (refer to the response to §521.F .4.b}, which utilizes
an innovative secondary synthetic liner in conjunction with a compacted clay liner, provides
significantly greater protection against the migration of leachate than the sole use of the
secondary liner required under the regulations, and provides a higher level of environmental
protection for groundwater.

Surface Run-off Controls and Other Measures to Reduce Generation of Leachate: St. Mary
Parish’s surface run-off control system is designed to minimize the amount of leachate generated
by preventing non-contact water from entering the leachate collection system (refer to Appendix
B, Facility Operations Plan). Additionally, the use of gecnet and geomembrane in the final cover
system will expedite the removal of stormwater that passes through the topsoil layer above,
thereby reducing the amount of stormwater that infiltrates the waste and, consequently, the
creation of leachate. The geonet will also reduce cover scil erosion by preventing saturation of
the upper vegetated soil layer.

Landscaping/Visual and Access Barriers: The facility is virtually out of site from the general
public, except for the office/weigh station area, the exterior of which is maintained as appropriate
by facility personnel. Access to the facility is restricted by a combination of a surrounding borrow
canal and a posted chain link fence. In addition, the active cells of the landfill with putrescible
waste will be surrounded by an electrified fence to prevent bears and other animals from
contacting the waste should foraging by bears become an issue. (See responses to §521.B.1)

Groundwater Monitoring: An extensive groundwater monitoring system (refer to the responses
to §521.F.4 and the Groundwater Monitoring Plan in Appendix A) will ensure that if groundwater
contamination does occur in spite of the control measures incorporated into the facility, it will be
rapidly detected to allow comective measures to be implemented.

Efficient Methane Collection and Venting System: St. Mary Parish's facility will safely and
efficiently collect and vent methane gas to avoid risks associated with buildup of methane gas
(refer to the responses to §521.J).
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f)

9

Operational Controls: Adherence to St. Mary Parish's Facility Operations Plan (Appendix B),
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (on file at the facility's offices), and Industrial Waste
Acceptance Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan (Appendix D) will assure that only
appropriate wastes are accepted at the facility and that other potential adverse impacts are
minimized.

Locational Characteristics: The advantages of the favorable surface geology and
hydrogeology at the site, as compared with other available sites in the Parish, provides significant
protection against adverse environmental impacts. In addition, maintaining the location of the
facility at its current site, rather than an altemative location greatly minimizes real and potential
environmental costs, as described earlier in this document. (Refer to §523.D for a detailed
discussion of this issue.) The fact that the site is the location of an existing solid waste disposal
facility further minimizes the adverse impacts that would result from siting a new facility to
achieve the same disposal capacity.

A listing of mitigation measures incorporated into the design and operational plans of the facility with

regard to RACM waste acceptance demonstrates that there are no additional mitigation measures which
would offer more protection to the environment than the facility as proposed without unduly curtailing
non-environmental benefits.

a)

RACM Waste Approval and Recordkeeping: Each RACM waste stream will be subjected to
the special waste approval process and to special record keeping requirements. All RACM
waste transporters will be required to submit a State of Louisiana Asbestos Disposal Verification
Form (ADVF) upon delivery of friable asbestos waste to the landfill. RACM waste will not be
accepted and a Waste Discrepancy/Rejected Load Report will be completed when: RACM waste
armives without an ADVF; RACM waste amives and the waste material does not match the
description or quantity on the ADVF; or RACM waste arrives, and the information on the ADVF is
incomplete or incorrect. All records, logs, and forms regarding RACM waste will be maintained
for at least two years in the landfill office. The grid coordinates, depth (elevation), quantity {cubic
yards), and site map marked with location will be maintained for all RACM waste in the landfill
office until closure of the facility. In addition, a copy of all records of RACM waste disposal
locations and quantities will be submitted to LDEQ {Office of Environmental Services, Air Permits
Division) upon closure of the facility. Finally, within 60 days of closure and in accordance with
State law, a notation will be attached in perpetuity to the deed of the facility property and on any
other instrument that would normally be examined during a title search stating that: the land has
been used for disposal of RACM waste; containing the survey plot and record of the location and
quantity of RACM waste disposed of at the facility; and that the site is subject to LAC
33:11.Chapter 51.Subchapter M and the certification provisions in LAC 33:111.2799.Appendix A —
Agent Accreditation Plan.
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b)

d)

e)

RACM Waste Packaging: RACM waste will only be accepted when it is in wetted conditions
and after it has been placed in closed, unruptured 6 mil minimum polyethylene double bags or in
other tightly closed containers. If bagged, the bags shall be “goose-necked” and double tied.
Individual bags must be of a weight and size that can be easily handled by the transporter. All
RACM waste containers must be pre-approved by the Landfill Manager prior to disposal at the
St. Mary Parish Landfill. Each bag or container which contains RACM waste must have a
waming label meeting the requirements set forth in Secticn 3.3 of Appendix D.

RACM Waste Operations: The Landfill Manager will ensure all RACM waste is carefully dumped
and unloaded, placed in the proper location (according to the assigned grid coordinates) and
covered. RACM waste will only be accepted into Type I Cell 4, Deposition or temporary storage
of RACM waste in any other area of the facility will be strictly prohibited. There shall be no visible
emissions to the outside air from any active waste disposal area within the landfill where asbestos-
containing waste material has been deposited. The Landfil Manager will implement the
contingency plan in the event of accidental spills. The disposal area will be away from non-essential
personnel. The disposal area will be an excavation, depression in the working face, or at the toe of
the slope. Immediately after the generatoriransporter's vehicle is moved away from the disposal
area, the waste will be covered in accordance with the requirements of LAC 33:111.5151.N.3. Cover
material will be applied prior to compacting the waste so as not to rupture the containers or disturb
the waste. RACM waste will not be placed within 15 feet of final grade (or slope) or within 15 feet of
intermediate grade slope. LDEQ (Office of Environmental Services, Air Pemmits Division) will be
notified in writing at least 45 days prior to excavating or otherwise disturbing any RACM waste that
has been deposited within the landfill and covered. In accordance with LAC 33:VIL711.E3.a, a
geosynthetic clay liner in conjunction with a 24" minimum thickness of intefim-compacted cover
layer, where applicable, will be installed over Cell 4 as part of the final cover system. In addition, a
low-density polyethylene (LDPE) geomembrane liner will be installed over the crown and benches
and a minimum of 12" of topsoil will be installed to support vegetative growth.

Protection Equipment: Each St Mary Parish Landfil employee who the Landfill Manager
determines is likely to be exposed to RACM waste will be supplied with disposable clothing
(coveralls and gloves) and respirator. Disposable coveralls will be womn over normal working
attire. St. Mary Parish Landfill asbestos management personnel will utilize NIOSH-approved
asbestos protection full-face or half-face respirators with an approved filter (P100 or equivalent)
during all RACM waste handling operations.

Personal Hygiene: After the RACM waste has been buried and prior to leaving the immediate
work area, and before entering eating, smoking or drinking areas, all St. Mary Parish Landfill
employees involved with disposing the RACM waste will remove disposable coveralls and gloves
and seal them inside a plastic bag. The respirator will be the last piece of personal protective
gear to be removed. As soon as possible after removal of personal protective gear, employees
will wash their hands and face. Uniforms wom under the disposable coveralls and other
potentially contaminated clothing to be laundered will be sealed in a plastic bag.
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h)

Employee Training: Employees will be trained prior to being assigned to RACM waste
management duties and annually thereafter. Employees will receive training in the proper
management of RACM waste, what it is, and its potential health effects if mismanaged. In
addition, employees will be infoormed of the industrial hygiene monitoring, its purpose and
meaning, and of their right of access to that information. Included in the subject of proper
management of RACM waste will be: standard operating procedures; local policies, procedures
and regulations; proper use of personal protective equipment, and good personal hygiene
practices. All training will be documented.

Informing Employees: If monitoring is required and results of ashbestos monitoring indicate that
concentrations of asbestos fibers exceed the permissible exposure limit (PEL) in accordance with
29 CFR 1910.1001 (0.1 fiber per cubic centimeter of air as an eight hour time weighted average
(TWA) as of July 1, 1999), personal monitoring results will be reported to affected employees
within five (5) days of receipt of resuits.

Fencing: A chain-link fence is located across the front of the facility and is posted with signs
prohibiting trespass. The only vehicular access point to the site is through the front gate in the
chain link fence at the facility entrance, which is continuously manned during operating hours and
locked during non-operating hours. Perimeter ditches and canals, combined with the chain link
fence across the front, restrict human trespass and prevent unauthorized vehicle access to the
facility. The only vehicular entry point to the neighboring Lawrence property is through the front
gate of the landfill.

Signage: At the front gate is a sign that clearly states what types of waste are accepted at the
facility, as well as a list of those wastes explicitly prohibited from disposal at the facility. In
addition, a sign stating, “Asbestos Waste Disposal Site. Do Not Create Dust. Breathing
Asbestos is Hazardous to Your Health.” will be posted in accordance with LAC 33:111.5151.N.2
near the access ramp to Cell 4.

For more detailed information regarding the mitigating measures incorporated into the design of the

facility and into the operational and institutional controls utilized at the facility for RACM waste

acceptance and disposal, refer to Appendix D (Industrial Waste Acceptance Quality Assurance/Quality
Control Plan) submitted with Modification No. 1-07.

In summary, any mitigating measures that have been considered that would offer more protection to the

environment without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits have been incorporated into the design

and operations plan for the facility. These mitigating measures include many design components and
innovative techniques that are not required by the applicable regulations.

o0o
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The following exhibits complete this document:

Exhibits

Exhibit 19
Exhibit 20
Exhibit 21
Exhibit 22
Exhibit 23

Exhibit 24
Exhibit 25
Exhibit 26
Exhibit 27
Exhibit 28
Exhibit 29

Exhibit 30
Exhibit 31
Exhibit 32
Exhibit 33
Exhibit 34
Exhibit 35
Exhibit 36

Proof of Publication of Public Notice

Lease Agreement and Buffer Zone Waiver Affidavit

Excerpts from Solid Waste Management Study

St. Mary Parish Solid Waste Ordinances

Airspace and Borrow Soil Adequacy Volume Calculations and GS-GCL & GCL
Equivalency Calculations

Emergency Response Certification Letters

St. Mary Parish Sofid Waste Resolution

LDOTD and St. Mary Parish Letter of Approbation (Roads)

Example of Document to be Filed with Parish Upon Closure

Alternative Site Evaluation Map

USACE Wetlands Demonstrations (1976 & 1998) & Wetlands Jurisdictional
Determination (2001)

USACE Wetlands Permit

LDWF Letter of Approbation

LDCRT Letter of Approbation

LDNR Coastal Use Permit Exemption

Flood Zone Map

Aquifer Recharge Area Map

LRRDA Letter of Approbation
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® STATE OF LOUISISANA
PARISH OF ST. MARY

BEFORE ME, the undersigned Notary Public, duly commissioned in and
for the Parish and State aforesaid; personally came and appeared, Judith A.
Touchet_who after being duly sworn, depose and said;

That she is Classified Advertising Manager for the Franklin Banner-
Tribune, the Official Journal for the Parish of St. Mary, and a daily
newspaper published at Franklin, Louisiana, and having general circulation
in the Parish of St. Mary.

That the attached is a true and correct copy of a legal advertisement which
appeared in the May 7, 2007 issue of The Franklin Banner-Tribune

. WjubITH A Toucker

Swonf to and subscribed before me this /2 % day of M/?V, HI07

B P

" WeTHRY  PuBLIC.
Sue B. Mioks, = 3342)
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AT\ Public
Notices

PUBLIC NOTICE
LOUISIANA
DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY (LDEQ) St.
Mary Parish
Government Harold J.
“Babe” Landry Landfilt
ADMINISTRATIVE

. COMPLETENESS

DETERMINATION

The LDEQ, Office of
Environmental Services,
has reviewed a solid
waste permit
application from St.
Mary Parish
Government, Fifth Flocor
- Courthouse, Franklin,
LA 70538-5198 for the
Harold J. “Babe”
Laridry Landfill and
determined that it is
administratively
complete. The
application was
received on April 12,

. 2007, The facility Is

located at 124 Landfill
Lane off Therguson
Road near Berwick, St.
Mary Parish.

St. Mary Parish
Government - Harold J.
“Babe” Landry Landfill
proposes to apply for a
modification to thelr
permit.

Inquiries or requests for

additional information
regarding this
application should be
directed to Shawn
Miller, LDEQ,
Environmental
Assistance Division,
and P. O. Box 4313,
Baton Rouge, LA 70821-
4313 or at 225-219-3286.

Secton Two, The Banner-Tribuné, Frankiin, La., Wednesday, May 2, 2007, Page 3

Persons wishing to be
included on the LDEG
permit public notice
mailing list or for other
public participation
related questions
should contact the
Pubtic Participation
Group n writing at
LDEQ, P.O. Box 4313,
Baton Rouge, LA 70821-
4313, by email at

“maillistrequestgideq.or

g or contact the LDEQ
Customer Service
Center at (225) 219-
LDEQ (219-5337),

- Permit public notices

can be viewed at the
LDEQ permits public
notice webpage at
http/Awww.deq.louisian
a.gov/apps/pubNotice/d
efault.asp and general
information related to -

- the public participation
'in permilting activities

can be ylewad at
www.deq.louisiana. ov/
ortalftabld/2198/Default.

. aspx.

Alternatively,
individuals may elect to
receive the permit
public nofices via email
by subscribing to the
LDEQ permits public
nofice List Server at

_ http/Aeww,
- doa.louisiana.gov/oesfii

stservpage/ldegjn
lIstserv.htm.

All correspondence
should specify Al
Number 8340, Permit
Number P-0193R1, and
Activity Number
PER20070001

May 2, 2007
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Exhibit 20
. Lease Agreement and Buffer Zone Waiver Affidavit
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St. Mary Parish Recording Page

_ Cliff Dressel
,’( . Clerk of Court
‘. P.O. Box 1231
- 500 Main Street
Frankiin, LA 70538
{337) 828-4100

Received From ;- -
ST. MARY PARISH GOVERNMENT

COURTHOUSE BLDG., 500 MAIN 8T.
FRANKLIN, LA 70538

First VENDOR '
[EMERALD LAND CORPORATION . |

First VENDEE
[ST MARY PARISH GOVERNMENT

Index Type: Conveyances ' File Number: 288717 .
Type of Document : Resoclution Book: 65 Page : 551
_Recore:iing Pages . 2

Recorded Information
(f{. | hereby certify that the ==zt document was filed for registry fnd recorded in the Clerk of Court's office.for St. Mar\',r

Parish, Louisiana ‘ )
At /)T b
7/ /{? el

Deputy Clark

On (Recorded Date) : 08/24/2004

At (Recorded Time) : 3:18:10 PM

VRGN R

Doc 1D - 000321570002

®
Return To : .
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CORPORATE RESOLUTION

I, M. Taylor Darden, Comporate Secretary of Emerald Land Corporation, a Louisiana.
corporation domiciled in St Mary Parish Lovisiana (“Company’), hereby certifies that the
following resolution was duly adopted by the Board of Directors of said Company at a meeiing
held on the 22" day of March 2004 at which meeting al) of the directors of the corporatlon were
present, and that the same remains in fill farce and effect:

That Michael A. Foparty, the President of the Company, or M. Taylor Darden, the
Corporate Secretary of the Company, or either of them, is authorized and
empowered 10 act od behalf of the Company with respect o -execution of that
.certain Sscond Amendment to Solid Waste Disposal and Landfill Lease, dated
effective Apri! 1, 2004, by and between Emerald Land Corporaiion, as Lessor,
- and St Mary Pan'sh' Govcmmant, a5 Lessee, for such price and upon such terms
and conditions as either he, in his sole discretion, shali desms necsssary and

proper and in the best interests of the Company.

- Executed on this quay of July 2004. @
/%/ 7/ %L_

M. Taylor Dafden, Corporate Sécretary
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St. Mary Parish Recording Page

. CIliff Dressel
Clerk of Court
.,(. P.0. Box 1231
. 500 Main Street
Franklin, LA 70538
(337) 828-4100
Received From :
ST, MARY PARISH GOVERNMENT
COURTHOUSE BLDG., 500 MAIN ST.
FRANKLIN, LA 70538
First VENDOR ' .
[EMERALD LAND CORPORATION | |
First VENDEE
|ST MARY PARISH GOVERNMENT
index Type: Conveyances . File Number : 286504
Type of Document ; Amendment o ' Book: 64 © Page: 351

Recording Pages : - 21

Recorded Information

. | hereby certify that the SEsgsmRdocument was filed for registry and racorded in the Clerk of Court's office for St. Mary
Parish, Lauisizna '

' On (Recorded Date) : 07/30/2004

At (Recordad Time) @ 10:56:48 AM

IR

Dot 1D - 000285180021

]

Return To:




